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INTRODUCTION. 


THE books of the New Testament have been no more exempt 
from corrupting influences on their text than other writings of 
antiquity ; and hence has arisen the task of the critic to make, 
by the use of all available means, as near an approach as may 
be to purity; a task the importance of which may be best rated 
by that of the writings themselves. 

This importance, however, has been strangely disregarded : 
in proof of which it is enough to point to laboured expositions 
of matter undoubtedly spurious, encounters with difficulties that 
exist only in corruptions, and controversial citations where the 
reading is so questionable as to leave only the unhappy alter- 
native of ignorance or disingenuousness. The same thing also 
appears in the circumstance, that calls are being made from time 
to time for new or revised versions of Scripture without betraying 
any consciousness of the necessity of a certain preliminary to such 
proceedings, namely, the determination of the text to be repre- 
sented in such version or revision. 

The purpose of these statements is not, however, to introduce 
an expression of censure, but rather to specify a circumstance 
which might furnish a plea in excuse for the disregard that has 
been thus noticed. This circumstance shall now be explained. 

A critical edition of the New Testament offers on its pages 
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two distinct things, the text itself as determined by the judgment 
of the critic, or, at least, furnished with indications of the form 
which he thinks it ought to take, and a register of the authorities 
on which, in each several case, his decision has been made to rest, 
as well as of variations in general. The latter is presented in 
a shape necessarily compressed, and apt to offer to an untrained 
eye an appearance of intricacy and confusion. Of the steps of 
reasoning connecting the resulting text with the cited authorities 
there are no intimations, except such as may be gathered from 
a few prefatory statements of general principles which the critic 
has thought proper to adopt; with which, too, an occasional 
decision may have at least the appearance of inconsistency. 

The tendency of these circumstances is unfavourable to an 
interest in the important subject, and they may often have issued 
in an entire disregard of it. The present attempt has been made 
in the hope of meeting in some degree this difficulty, by offering 
complete discussions of places affected by such variations as are 
material to the careful reader and the interpreter of the New 
Testament. Not that any variation is in itself immaterial: to the 
critic each has its significance, and its consideration makes its 
contribution to the perfection of his art. 

The reader is merely supposed to be acquainted with the age 
and character of the principal MSS., and the notation by which 
they are conventionally cited, and with the history of the ancient 
versions.* In this place, accordingly, it will be sufficient to 
specify the various kinds of corruption to which the text has 
been exposed, and afterwards to notice some preliminary points 
of importance. 


* The necessary information may be found in several quarters, especially 
in the prefatory matter of various critical editions ; among which Tischen- 
dorf’s may be particularly named. 

The MSS. of the Old Latin will be cited according to the notation used 
by Tischendorf. This title is here employed comprehensively for the 
Antehieronymian Latin in both its phases, the African and the Italic. Its 
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The work of transcription can never be altogether exempt 
from the corruptions of mere accident, arising from the wander- 
ings of the eye and the slips of the pen. A place affected by 
various readings should, therefore, be carefully scanned for the 
detection of any probable mechanical cause of such mischief, 
anything likely to betray a copyist into unwitting mistakes. Of 
the endless shapes which these might take two kinds may be 
especially mentioned, the interchange of words slightly differing 
in form, and omissions of words and clauses by oversight. 

Another process of corruption is the encroachment on the text 
of marginal or interlineary matter, which may, for the sake of 
convenience, be comprehended under the term glossarial. First, 
there is the gloss properly so called, namely, a term serving to 
furnish an explanation or attach a precise interpretation to one 
in the text. These may either become simply intrusive and 
produce accretion, or may be substituted for the genuine reading 
and exhibit usurpation. Again, this class embraces supplements 
of various extent, where the text may have been elliptical or 
seemed defective: these are a great source of accretion. There 
is, also, other matter coming under this head, in the way of illus- 
tration or comment, ready materials of accretion.* It is scarcely 
necessary to observe, that the writings of the New Testament 


importance can hardly be overrated: its rival in this respect would be the 
Peshito, if the text of this latter were settled by the aid of copies of 
like antiquity and value with the imperfect Nitrian MS. of the Gospels. 
Whenever the Peshito is cited from this copy, the citation will be dis- 
tinguished by the letter N. The writer is indebted for the means of doing 
it to the kindness of Dr. Tregelles, whose undaunted zeal and unwearied 
labours in the cause of sacred criticism are beyond all praise. 

* Of the corrupting process thus described the reader may furnish 
himself with abundant illustration, unattended by alarm or prejudice, 
by comparing the text of some of the more familiar orations of Demos- 
thenes, as settled by recent criticism, with its previous form. The Third 
Philippic may be named as affording a good specimen in this way. 

Accretion is not merely a corruption of a writer’s matter, but disguises 
the finer features of his manner, as much as smoke, dirt, and daubing, the 
touches and colouring of an old master. 
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would from their peculiar character especially gather around 
them matter of this kind. Here it is the business of the critic 
to exercise discernment and reasoning on the facts which research 
has in each case brought forward, in order to discriminate the 
incrustation from the original substance, and the germ amidst 
the motley growth that overlies it. 

Corruption may also be the work of wilful tamperings; and 
what is possible must not be left out of sight by the critic. 
Whether such a process has been perpetrated on the text of the 
New Testament, so as to leave still existing traces, is a question 
that must not be passed over without notice. Charges of falsifi- 
cation: have been boldly launched by ecclesiastical writers; but, 
when unattended with specification of particulars in evidence, 
they must be allowed to have no more weight than is due to 
polemical criminations in general; and such particulars as have 
been actually advanced, will on due examination be found to 
leave at the most but a slender ground for the belief, that much 
mischief was effected in that way. Besides, a disposition to 
falsify, wherever it might exist, would hardly be able to free 
itself from the restraming consciousness, that the attempt would 
be a bootless one. The idea, therefore, of falsification can only 
be admitted into the realm of criticism under check of such 
considerations as these. Least of all should a ready recourse 
be had to wilful suppression to account for the absence of any 
portion of text from important documents. There is reason, 
however, to admit the existence of meddlings of a less serious 
kind, in the way of improvements in grammar and expression : 
but among a group of rival readings there can in general be 
no great difficulty in distinguishing that which bears the stamp 
of such interference. It is also a fair supposition, that copyists 
would make mischief by arbitrary and inconsiderate corrections 
of imaginary mistakes, and of some, too, which were real. 

Lastly, there is a particular form of corruption, to which other 
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writings might be occasionally open, but to which the volume 
of the New Testament, and more especially the Gospels, was 
exposed in a manner peculiar to itself, namely, the process by 
which passages originally possessing some resemblance in matter 
and language would be brought into a still closer agreement, 
and which may be properly styled assimilation. By this term, 
however, it is not intended to imply of necessity an immediate 
interference with the text, with the direct purpose of producing 
a closer conformity than originally existed. In undoubted cases 
there are circumstances to be observed scarcely compatible with 
a deliberate operation of that kind; while, on the other hand, 
appearances in general may be accounted for on the supposition, 
that the matter which, when introduced into the text, had an 
assimilative effect, was, in the first instance, simply marginal 
or interlinear. 


The work to which the critic of the New Testament is called, 
must consist to a considerable extent in disentangling the text 
from intrusive and usurping matter, having its origin in the 
margin; in detaching accretions, and replacing whatever may 
have been dislodged by a spurious rival: and with this view one 
leading principle must be especially noticed. 

Corruption of this particular kind must be the work of time, 
because the growth of such matter itself would be gradual, and 
its sliding into the text by the agency of reckless, ill-taught, and 
foolish hands, and through the general propensity of copyists for 
amplification, would be likewise gradual: the evil, too, unchecked 
in its earlier stages by due watchfulness or control, would go on 
spreading with the advance of time. It follows of necessity from 
this, that the more ancient documents will in general exhibit 
a greater approach to purity in this particular respect than those 
of later date, and, as a practical consequence, that the adverse 
testimony of but a few witnesses of high antiquity, in the case 
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of matter of questioned genuineness, must receive the first and 
foremost regard, even though it were certain that their text was 
unsound in certain other respects, as, for instance, in the touches 
of critical hands. Fewness must not discourage a reliance on 
their testimony, because, if an intrusion took place at a particular 
point at a remote date—and there is sufficient proof that such 
mischief was very early at work—such a numerical disparity 
is precisely the state of things to be encountered in the body 
of surviving documents, where the really ancient must, from 
the very nature of things, form but a small minority, and even of 
these all cannot be expected to have escaped intrusive influence. 

This canon, as it may be called, does not rest on an unreasoning 
prepossession in favour of antiquity, but is a logical consequence 
from unquestionable premises. 

Since in citing the MSS. which exhibit a certain reading, a 
great preponderance of mere numbers is imposing in appearance, 
and may seem to be a circumstance that cannot lightly be set 
aside or countervailed by other considerations, it will be well 
to state fairly and precisely how much may be concluded from 
the circumstance. 

Out of the entire body of existing copies, as has already been 
remarked, those of high antiquity form a very small portion; 
and, accordingly, any great majority of the whole must be almost 
entirely composed of those of later date. Whenever, therefore, 
a particular reading is supported by a greatly preponderating 
part of the mass in contrast with a group of distinctively ancient 
copies, all that can be at once concluded from this bare fact is, 
that the reading in question had a settled currency in later times. 
This narrow conclusion is all that in such a case can be taken 
into account from MSS. alone in a discussion of the claims of 
a reading; without any prejudice, however, to arguments for 
antiquity and genuineness which may be derivable from other 
quarters notwithstanding. 
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In one particular way mere numbers would be important 
evidence of genuineness, namely, in case there were something 
in the character of the reading itself adverse to its acceptance 
in the presence of rivals, and, therefore, to that currency which 
those numbers indicate. 

Mere numerical considerations do not therefore possess that 
prime importance which they might at first sight seem to claim, 
and which they have too frequently been allowed to exercise. 

Instead of proceeding to detail in this place other guiding 
principles, they will be severally stated as cases occur in discus- 
sion where they will respectively require to be applied. 


That the mass of MSS. appears to fall into certain divisions, 
grouped by features of resemblance exhibited by their text, has 
been remarked by independent observers, who at the same time 
differed in their views of the precise number and character of 
the groups. Such division cannot therefore be viewed as purely 
a thing of fancy. Indeed, some such result must be regarded 
as almost inevitable from the very nature of things. Particular 
readings being established in the text, by whatever means, in 
a certain quarter would there maintain a widening currency with 
little or no interference from tendencies of the same kind else- 
where ; and thus there would spring up distinct streams of text, 
as they may be termed, which would not be obliterated even 
by a partial commixture in after time. Thus much may well 
be admitted, but not allowed to stand as a reality so palpable 
and well-defined as to furnish the groundwork for a formal 
scheme of critical operation. 

One circumstance, however, of this class may be ascertained 
with tolerable distinctness. A certain portion of MSS. exhibit 
peculiar forms of words which marked the dialect of Alexandria. 
These forms are a sufficient indication that the text belongs 
to that quarter. For, if the writers of the New Testament 
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themselves used them, their elimination from copies is the work 
of transcribers, and would take place wherever the current form 
of the language did not acknowledge them: they would there- 
fore, be retained only in the quarter where such influence did 
not exist. If, on the contrary, they were not originally in the 
text, their presence is the work, in the first instance at least, 
of an Egyptian copyist. This last must not be identified with 
an Alexandrian critic; and it should be remembered that the 
same document may exhibit readings derived from the improve- 
ments of a learned man, and also the vulgarisms and peculiarities 
of a scribe. * 


In a review of authorities special regard will reasonably be 
paid to antiquity: but this must not be overstrained into a 
summary neglect of more recent witnesses, as necessarily offering 
nothing worthy of notice. 

The critic should not suffer himself to be encumbered by 
prepossessions or assumptions, nor bind himself to the routine 
of a mechanical method of procedure. If he allows himself to 
be thus warped and trammelled, instead of ever maintaining the 
free employment of a watchful, calm, and unfettered mind, he 
abandons his duty and mars his work. 
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DEVELOPED CRITICISM 


ON THE 


TEXT OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 


MATTHEW I. 25. 


rope eo \ eX x, on \ / 
4M OU ETEKE TOY VLOV QUTnS TOV TP@TOTOKOP. 


* Till she had brought forth [her firstborn son ¥ a son]. 


THE variation which will demand notice in this place, gives occa- 
sion, at the outset, to certain general observations, preliminary 
to the consideration not only of the present instance but of many 
others of like complexion. 

It is clear, from the nature of the case, that the intrusion of 
glossarial matter into the text must be a gradual process, and, 
as such, favoured by lapse of time. From this it follows, as 
a general principle, that documents of a later age would be more 
extensively infected with such corruption, and that the circum- 
stances of the more ancient are favourable to their purity in this 
particular respect. Accordingly, a shorter reading, especially if 
it be of a kind to call forth glosses, provided it is supported by 
a few authorities of high antiquity, has at once a strong presump- 
tion in its favour: though before such presumption is accepted, it 
should be ascertained that there is no reason either in the outward 


* Tn order to furnish the ordinary reader of the English Bible with some 
information of the matters with which the criticism of the original text is 
concerned, the Authorised Version of each passage is added, having those 
portions, the entire omission of which is the point in question, simply 
included in brackets; but when the discussion relates to the claims of a 
‘rival reading, a rendering of that reading is inserted within the brackets, 


preceded by the mark X. 
2 
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shape of the passage for referring the briefer form to accidental 
curtailment in transcription, or in its purport for suspecting wilful 
suppression. , 

In the present place, instead of the common reading, a shorter 
one, éws o érexev vidv, is exhibited by B, Z, and supported by the 
Syriac (N), by the Old Latin in a, 4, c, g', as well as the Coptic 
and Sahidic versions. Another of the same class of Latin docu- 
ments (g”) adds unigenitum. ‘The remaining mass of authorities 
have the common form, except that D sec. man. and L omit avis. 

If the text stood originally as it is presented by the few authori- 
ties just cited, the bare statement furnished by the words éws ob 
érexey viov would leave a blank respecting the subsequent con- 
dition of the mother of Jesus, which thought or fancy would not 
fail to occupy. Another evangelist, indeed, undoubtedly supplies 
Tov TpwTotoxoy (Lu. ii. 7); but this term, though it might be 
regarded as looking towards a certain conclusion, that Mary was 
the mother of other children, still does not absolutely imply so 
much and bar the exercise of opinion. 

Under these circumstances, the simpler reading, if original, 
could hardly escape the application of supplementary glosses, 
perhaps of opposite tendencies; and, since it is supported by clear 
testimony, the fuller form must fall under the suspicion of having 
its origin in the accretion of such matter, especially if, as in the 
present case, this is at once supplied by a parallel passage. 

To append in the margin Tov mpwrdtoxov from the other Gospel 
would be a simple proceeding, but having a ready issue in the 
amplification of the text itself. The Latin addition unigenitum, 
already noticed, is the bolder expression of an opinion, widely 
held and stoutly maintained, as may be seen in the comment 
of Chrysostom. 

When these considerations are taken into account, it is unrea- 
sonable to acquiesce confidently in the common reading : and, 
notwithstanding the great preponderance in the amount of the 
opposing documentary evidence, the few, but ancient, Greek, 
Syriac, Latin, and other witnesses for the shorter form press 
strongly for the conclusion, that the longer reading is the result 
of assimilation, and that the original shape of the clause was 
simply éws ob étexev vidv. 
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MATTHEW YV. 11. 


Ul ioe) of. > lal 
Makapioi éore, orav dvedicwow vas Kar did- 
\ BY a \ en a 
Ewot, Kai cimwor mav Tmovnpoy phua Kal’ duav 
, oS a 
Wevdomevor evexey ewod. 


Blessed are ye, when men shall revile you, and persecute 
you, and shall say all manner of evil against you [ falsely, | 
Sor my sake. 


The word yevdduevos is wanting in D, and in 4, ¢, d, g', h, h 
of the Old Latin, Origen, Tertullian, Hilary, etc. 

The term is altogether a redundance as regards the sense; for 
reproach directed against true servants of Christ in enmity to 
their Master, which is the case supposed, cannot rest in truth, and 
thus the declaration here made need not be guarded by a formal 
hypothesis of falsehood in the charges alleged; which is done 
by the introduction of the word in question. 

If the combination of this consideration with the direct adverse 
evidence, already cited, serves to indicate spuriousness, it is an 
instance of the effects of an ill-directed officiousness, engaged in 
stocking the margin with superfluous expressions of such ideas 
as were left by the original text to simple implication and sugges- 
tion, and thus furnishing the first step to an eventual encumbrance 
of the text itself with feeble and impertinent accretions.* 

A less important variation, though of a similar complexion, 
is the omission of phya by B, D, the Old Latin, Vulgate, Coptic, 
ZEthiopic, ete. 

* An indisposition, which is often manifested, to admit the reality of this 
final stage, in the actual accretion of marginal matter—a disposition to 
regard omission and curtailment as more likely than amplification—is best 
confronted by opinions of high authorities, such as the following: “‘ Perhaps 
you think it an affected and absurd idea that a marginal note can ever 
creep into the text: yet I hope you are not so ignorant as not to know that 
this has actually happened, not merely in hundreds or thousands, but in 
millions of places. Natura, says Daille, ita comparatum est, ut auctorum 


probatorum libros plerique omnes amplos quam breves malint; verentes 
scilicet, ne quid sibi desit, quod auctoris vel sit vel esse dicatur. To the 
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MATTHEW V. 22. 


TIas 6 bpyCopevos re aerPo avrod €ikn evoxos 
Zorau TH Kpioe. 


Whosoever is angry with his brother [without a cause,| shall 
be in danger of the judgment. 


Doubt is thrown on the genuineness of eixj—a term which 
might seem materially to affect the sense of the passage—by its 
absence from B, 48, 198, and by the intimations of suspicion in 
A and several others. Jerome describes the evidence of copies in 
his time as strongly adverse to its genuineness, and his decision 
is given accordingly: and hence its absence from the Vulgate, 
as seen both in its current text and the best MSS. It is also 
wanting in the Aithiopic. A, C, and Zare defective in this place. 

The grounds for rejecting e/xj as furnished by existing docu- 
ments are numerically slight: but the testimony of Jerome, whose 
information respecting contemporary evidence could not be other- 
wise than correct, most materially alters the state of the case. 
The clear statement of an ancient writer respecting the reading 
of authorities which. in his day were themselves styled ancient, 
claims the first consideration: and it is to be regretted that there 
are but few instances where evidence so peculiar can be cited. 

The term in question certainly wears the appearance of an 
officious stepping in, by a marginal suggestion at least, to the 
rescue of Scripture from a seemingly harsh and startling declara- 
tion; one, however, which will bear a different aspect, when the 


passage is rightly interpreted without the presence of the disputed 
word, 


same purpose Bengelius, Non facile pro superfluo aliquid hodie habent 
complures docti viri (he might have added, omnesque indocti), eademque 
mente plerique quondam librarii fuere. From this known propensity of 
transcribers to turn everything into text which they found written on the 
margin of their MSS. or between the lines, so many interpolations have 
proceeded, that at present the surest canon of criticism is, Pracferatur 
lectio brevior.”—Porson to Travis, Letter V1. 
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Judicial responsibility for homicide, as to whether each par- 
ticular act is justifiable or not, is the utmost that is signified by 
the words, évoyos éoras TH xpicer, in the preceding verse; this 
being a limiting provision added to the summary command of the 
decalogue, od govevoers. The appended teaching of Jesus, as 
expressed without the presence of e/«#, is simply an extension of 
this enactment to the act of anger, making it too a matter of 
similar responsibility ——of solemn inquisition whether, in each 
case, it has arisen from sufficient cause and has not exceeded 
due bounds. 

This simple view of the passage does not require the aid of 
any saving term, like eé«j. The assignment of an exaggerated 
meaning, however, would be natural enough, and would then 
lead to a looking for relief in this particular way. 

On the other hand, if ede} be viewed as an original portion of 
the text, no motive can be assigned for a desire to be rid of it, nor 
any mechanical cause, specially attaching to it, for an accidental 
omission. 

These considerations, combined with the adverse external evi- 
dence, at least forbid any reasonable confidence in the genuineness 
of the word. If it be condemned as spurious, the case is interest- 
ing, as being an instance of corruption having its source in a gloss 
called forth not by ordinary causes but by misinterpretation. 

It is also, as has been already observed, one of the few instances 
where positive patristic testimony introduces the modern critic 
to a state of documentary evidence very different from that of his 
own day. 
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MATTHEW V. 44. 


"Ayarére tovs éxOpovs bpav, evroyelre Tovs 
KaTapopevous duds, KAADS ToLEiTE TOUS pLoOvVTAs 
pas, Kal mpooeyecbe brep Tav eémnpealovTov 
buds Kat SiwxovTav vpas. 


Love your enemies, [Bless them that curse you,| [do good 
to them that hate you,| and pray for them which | despite- 
Sully use you, and] persecute you. 


The three clauses, evAoy.— pds, Katas— tas, émnp.—kat, 
are wanting in B, 1, 11, etc, in the Syriac (N), and the Coptic; 
the first in the Vulgate and most copies of the Old Latin; the 
second and third in 4; the third in the Athiopic; and all appear 
to have been unknown to various Greek and Latin Fathers. 

This is one of the instances where, as regards existing Greek 
MSS., the evidence is numerically slender on one side, while there 
is, at the same time, sufficient indication that a form of the text 
which is thus slenderly supported at present, was, at least, widely 
current in remote times. Whenever there is assurance that such 
a discovery is fairly made, reason requires that it should be 
allowed to have all the force that is due to testimony which is 
really ancient. 

It only remains to observe, that the entire matter of these dis- 
puted clauses is found im exact terms in the parallel place (Luke 
vi. 27, 28); and hence arises a suspicion of assimilative influence, 
which combines in great force with the direct adverse evidence, 
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MATTHEW V. 46, 47. 


‘Eav yap ayamnonre TOUS ayamevras: UMS, 
riva puobov & EXETE 5 : ovxl Kal ol TEA@VAL TO avTO 
To.ovor ; kal éay  domarnade Tovs adedpovs b VLOV 
povor, Th Tepiroov TOLELTE 3 OVXL Kal of TEA@VAL 
OUT@ TroLOvGL; 


For if ye love them which love you, what reward have ye? 
do not even the [ publicans y heathen] the same? And if ye 
salute your [brethren y friends] only, what do ye more than 
others ? do not even the [ publicans \ heathen] so? 


In either place, instead of rerdvas different copies have éOvixoi. 
This circumstance combined with the remark, that either term is 
too simple and precise to call forth glossarial illustration, so that 
one might be the offspring of the other, at once gives ground for 
a presumption, that the latter word was originally found in one 
of the two clauses, and that its place was unsettled by the careless- 
ness of transcribers. 

In the first, é@vixot is very slightly supported, but in the second. 

by B, D, Z, and several others, by the Old Latin, the Vulgate, 
the Coptic, the Athiopic, ete. It is clear also that Chrysostom 
read thus, from a cited passage having a direct bearing on the 
_ term (1 Th. iv. 5). 
If it be said that éOvexol is the work of some one who disliked 
the bare repetition of the same clause, it is enough to observe 
that, before such suggestions are allowed to have weight, more 
evidence is needed than is at present possessed either of the exist- 
ence of fastidious correctors of the text itself, or of a taste for 
elegant variety of expression on the part of those who employed 
themselves in the margin. 

The reading should be €@vxo/ in the second place. 

These remarks upon the readings teA@vav and éOvxol apply 
exactly to the circumstances of another pair in the passage, or 
and 76 avrd, except that the determination of their respective 
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places is not so clear as in the other case. In the first, obras is 
given by D, Z, 33, etc., supported by h, h, etc.; in the second, 7d 
avto by B, D, M, U, Z, and many others, besides several versions. 

The variation $idous for adeAgpovs is well supported-by E, K, 
L, M, 8, U, 4, f, h, ete., but has strongly the appearance of an 
interpretative comment, indicating the wide meaning rightly to 
be attached to the literally limited term ddedXgots. This latter 
too is the reading of B, D, etc., the Syriac, Coptic, AXthiopic, 
Vulgate, and most copies of the Old Latin. 

The passage then should in all probability stand thus: ’Eav 
K.T.r.; odxl Kal of TeA@VaL OUTW ToLovcL; Kal édv aoTrdonabe 
Tovs adedgovs tudv movov, TL Teptacoy Trovetre; ovY) Kal oi EOviKol 
TO AUTO TrOLOvGL; 


MATTHEW VI. 1. 


Ipocéxere thy eXenwoovynv buav pur) Toveiv ep- 
mpoobev Tav avOporrav. 


Lake heed that ye do not your [alms y righteousness | before 


men. 


In this place, instead of éxenuootyny, Sixavocdtynv is exhibited 
by B, D, and a few others, and is further supported by the Old 
Latin in most of its copies, by the Vulgate, by a special comment 
of Jerome, and several other patristic authorities. 

It may be observed, in the first place, that it can scarcely 
be imagined that this variation has arisen from the accidents 
of transcription, and accordingly it may be safely assumed that 
one reading is the artificial issue of the other. 

It may also be remarked, as a general principle, that if a case 
be conceived in which each of two rival readings is equally likely 
to be the glossarial offspring of the other, in such a case the 
reading which might happen to be found in only a few copies 
of the highest antiquity ought to be preferred, because the usurpa- 
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tion of glosses is favoured, and their occupation extended and 
strengthened by mere lapse of time. 

If, however, it shall appear in the present instance, that the 
two readings are not thus equally matched in themselves, but that 
one may reasonably be regarded as the germ-reading, and is at 
the same time upheld by ancient evidence, this must receive 
a decided preference a fortiori. 

Now, on the supposition of é\. being the original reading, 
there is nothing to provoke a gloss at all; and such a gloss as 
dix. would exhibit the preposterous process of illustrating a term 
which would be to every reader perfectly ordinary and intelligible, 
by means of a peculiar usage of Hebrew or Aramaean origin. 
On the other hand, die. in the text would at once present a pecu- 
liarity to a Greek reader, for which an explanatory comment 
would be readily supplied by the succeeding context, as also by 
the LXX. (Gen. xxi. 23; Ps. cxi. 8; Is. lxiii. 7), and the New 
Testament itself (2 Cor. ix. 9,10). Reason accordingly requires 
that dc. should be regarded as the true reading and éd. the 
usurping gloss. 

The common text is here supported by the great mass of MSS., 
but A and C are defective in this place. The evidence of the 
Syriac is indecisive, since it would give the same rendering ({o»), 
|Ao»1) for either Greek word. 

This instance, though altogether unimportant as regards the 
meaning of the passage, is in another respect most instructive, 
because it presents a scanty amount of testimony but including 
ancient witnesses, combining with strong internal reasons to ask 
the judgment of an unbiassed and unfettered criticism against 
array of numbers. 
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MATTHEW VI. 4, 6, 18. 


KS vf € / b a lal 3 2 A 
Kai 6 marnp cov 6 Brerov ev TO KPUTT@ avTos 
> co vat 
amodace gor ev TS Havepo. 


And thy Father, which seeth in secret, [himself | shall 
reward thee | openly |. 


. In the common text the form of this clause is the same in the 
three places, except that the first alone has adros. The question 
which arises on them, relates to the genumeness of the words 
év TO havep@. 

In the last place they are omitted in B, D, G, K, L, M, 8, U, 
and a considerable number of others, and in many versions; on 
which grounds they may safely be condemned, though supported 
by the Old Latin in a, 3, ec, ete. 

In the first place the words are wanting in B, D, Z, 1, 22, 209, 
etc., the Vulgate, the Old Latin in ff, 2, the Coptic, etc. 

In the second, the authorities to the same effect nearly recur, 
with the addition of the Sahidic, etc. Im all three they are 
wanting in the Syriac (N). 

These, though not imposing in number, are serious by their 
weight, and their adverse testimony conspires with the appearance 
which the words in question undoubtedly wear, of a marginal 
supplement presenting to the eye what the mind would naturally 
append in antithesis to the words év t@ xpumT@, as giving a 
completeness of point to the sentence. 

A similar origin may reasonably be assigned to adrés, which 
is wanting in B, K, L, U, Z, etc., and is unsupported by the 
majority of the versions, as well as by Chrysostom and others. 

In the third place, instead of an exact verbal repetition of the 
clause, B, D, 1, 22 have év t@ xpudai~, in which variation of 
term there may be recognised a correspondence to a change of 
circumstance. In the two preceding instances, the case described 
is that of an act in itself palpable—almsgiving or prayer-uttering— 
simply screened from the gaze of others, that is, TO «pumrov: 
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in the present, the act—fasting—being not discernible, and a 
disguise being supposed to be thrown over appearances which 
might betoken it, the matter is more intimately covert, and, as 
such, may be well termed 76 xpugaiov or xpiduov. 





MATTHEW VI. 13. 


¢ own? e 
Ort gov eotily 7 Bacireia Kal 7 Svvapus Kai 7 
/ \ a 
doa eis Tovs aidvas: apny. 


| For thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for 
ever. Amen]. 


The question here to be considered relates to the genuineness ~ 
of a passage omitted by a few authorities, including some of 
ancient date, but acknowledged by the remaining mass. 

The clause is omitted in B, D, Z, 1, 17, 118, 130, 209, the 
Vulgate, the Old Latin in most copies, the Coptic, and by various 
Greek and Latin Fathers, especially the critics Origen and Jerome. 
Several MSS. which contain the clause, have also a scholium 
mentioning its absence from other copies. A, C, F, H are here 
defective. 

There are peculiar circumstances affecting the Lord’s prayer, 
as given in this Gospel, which attach in an equal degree to no 
other portion of the New Testament. By its mode of introduc- 
tion— the injunction which ushers it in—precise attention would 
at once be especially drawn to it, and exact recollection secured 
for it, as a model summary of prayer. More than this, it soon 
began not merely to be regarded as a type, but used as a form. 
Under these circumstances, probabilities are opposed even to the 
accidental omission of a clause in transcription; and if an instance 
occurred, there would be immediate detection, and an instant 
check to a multiplication of the error. And yet, if the clause be 
genuine, such an error has from the first possessed the entire Latin 
Church, which has never acknowledged the doxology. 
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An early and widely spread use of so brief a form, especially its 
liturgical employment, must be regarded as a safeguard against a 
suppression, in any degree or manner, of any constituent portion. 

But liturgical influence, though thus in a manner conservative, 
might also have a mischievous tendency in a different direction. 
If the prayer did not originally conclude with a doxological 
clause, such an appendage would be naturally attached to it in 
practice; not put forward as an original portion of it, but as 
adding a feature which would place it in better keeping with the 
formularies into which it was introduced. From the service-book 
the clause would soon find its way into the Lectionary, and after- 
wards into the margin and text of continually multiplying copies. 

It appears then that, from the peculiar circumstances of the 
case, there is an especial difficulty in reconciling the genuineness of 
the clause with its omission in a few ancient documents, versions, 
and Fathers; while the same circumstances suggest a ready mode 

of accounting for its presence elsewhere. This latter array, there- 

fore, though imposing in appearance, ought not to be allowed 
in this instance to countervail the former, and an acknowledge- 
ment of genuineness cannot be reasonably demanded. 

It may be further remarked that, had the simple and distinct 
doxological clause, now found in the common text, existed from 
the first, it would have been as secure from fluctuation of form 
as the other clauses of the prayer: and, accordingly, the strange 
variety which is observable on comparing the doxologies exhibited 
in the Syriac (N), which has nothing corresponding to kal 4 
Svvapus, in one copy (k) of the Old Latin, and in various patristic 
passages, is an evidence that the original text of St. Matthew was 
not their source, but that they are merely the shifting shapes 
of an artificial appendage. 
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MATTHEW VII. 14. 


"Ort orevy 7 TVAN, K. TX. 


| Because x How] strait is the gate, etc. 


Instead of 67s, ré is found in B sec. man., C, E, G, K, L, M, S, 
U, V, A, and very many others, and is supported by the Syriac, 
the Old Latin in most copies, the Vulgate, the /ithiopic, and 
other versions, by several Greek commentators, as also by Jerome 
and other writers. The common reading is found in B, X, with 
many of inferior note, in f, ff of the Old Latin, and some copies 
of the Vulgate, in the Coptic, the Armenian, etc. Thus the 
amount of external evidence is in favour of ti. 

The case, however, admits of two remarks of some importance. 

First, on account of the o immediately preceding, the o in éte 
might easily be lost by oversight in the transcription of uncial, 
and therefore earlier, MSS. An accidental origination of ré from 
dre is thus readily admissible. 

Again, the whole of this discourse is pervaded by Hebraic 
parallelism, and in some parts exhibits its strictest form ; and it 
must be at once felt, that an abrupt interrogation, like r/, without 
another in parallel, breaks strangely upon the flow of the strain 
(vs. 13, 14). This, however, is a point on which copyists and 
Greek and Latin commentators would not be sensitive, and thus 
would accept without question the reading 7é, if it came in their 
way by accidental corruption. 

The common reading 671 may well be retained. 
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MATTHEW VIII. 31. 


’Exirpeov nuiv amedOelv eis ray ayéAnv TOV Xolpov. 
[ Suffer us to go y Send us| away into the herd of swine. 


Here certain authorities have dmréateiAov judas instead of érri- 
Tpevov Hiv amenOety. 

It is at once evident that this variation cannot be traced to 
a purely accidental origin; but each reading shows a slight but 
distinct modification of the strict meaning of the other. 

In such a case as the present attention should in the first place 
be directed to the parallel passages, which stand thus: méurov 
Huds eis TOvS yolpous, wa eis adTods cicéMO@pev. Kal érréTpelrev 
avrois (Mark v. 12, 13), and, wapexddcoay aitov iva éritpéyrn 
avrots els éxelvous eioeNOetv. Kal érrétpevvev avrots (Luke viii. 32). 

Now on these it may at once be remarked, that they do not 
suggest any origination of the particular expression dmdcTetXov 
was as an intrusive reading, because assimilation would have 
imported from the parallel clause in St. Mark the precise term 
which is there employed, namely, wéuxpov: but, on the other 
hand, a modifying gloss upon dzécrevAov ads in the shape 
of érrér. 4. amr. is readily furnished from both places. 

Evidence of a disposition to interfere, at least by glossarial 
hints, with the strict language of these passages, and in the direc- 
tion of a less positive form of expression in the petition addressed 
to Jesus, is found in the readings of D, which, in the former 
place, for wéunpov . . . améAOwpev has simply aréX Oper, and, in 
the latter, for fva... eioedOeiv has the more vague expression 
iva eis Tovs xolpous eicéXOwow. In the place under consideration 
D is defective. 

These considerations are in favour of the reading dmécretdov 
nas, and must be allowed to add their weight to the direct evi- 
dence by which it is supported, namely B and some others, the Old 
Latin, with the exception of f, h, the Vulgate, Coptic, Athiopic, 
etc. A and Z are defective. D would probably have supplied 
a reading of the same complexion as in the parallel passages. 
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MATTHEW IX. 13. 


> \ 3 , U 
Ov yap nAPov Kadréoat Stkaiovs GAN apLapTwAous 
lA 
Els METAVOLAY. 


MARK II. 17. 


3 5 , ie \\ 
Ovk nAOov Kadéoot Sikalovs GAAA apapT@dods eis 
f 
peTavolay. 


Lam not come to call the righteous, but sinners [to repentance]. 


LUKE V. 32. 


> > - 
Ovk eAndrAvOa Karécar Sikaiovs GAA apapT@drods 
P UA 
€lg PETAVOLAY. 


Had the state of evidence been decidedly adverse to the genuine- 
ness of the words eés erdvovay in each of these places, they would 
have reasonably been regarded as instances of a supplementary 
gloss inevitably suggested by the clause to which they were 
appended. 

No suspicion, however, attaches to them in the third place. 
In the second, they are omitted in A, B, D, K, L, and many 
others, as well as by the principal versions. In the first, by B, D, 
V, A, etc., by both Syriac versions, the Ethiopic, Old Latin, 
Vulgate, etc., and by Jerome and several other writers. From 
both these places they must accordingly be discarded. 

The case is of no great importance as regards the matter in 
question, but it is in one sense worthy of note, as supplying 
a very simple, but no less clear and instructive, instance of the 
assimilative influence of the text of the several gospels on each 
other. This again appears in the minor variations exhibited in 
some copies, namely, the insertion of yap before Gov in the 
second passage, and the substitution of 7\@ov for éA7jAvGa in the 
third. 
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MATTHEW IX. 36. 


o 3 VF, 
Ort hoav exreAvpevot. 


Because they | fainted ¥ were harassed |. 


Instead of éxAerupévor, eoxurpévoe is given by B, C, D, E, F, 
G, K, S, and a multitude of others. The rendering of the Old 
Latin and Vulgate, verati, certainly represents it, as do probably 
those of other versions. It is also the reading of Chrysostom and 
other writers. This amount of evidence leaves no doubt that it 
is the genuine reading. 

The other may have arisen from accident in transcription, but 
was more probably an interpretative gloss, conveying an approxi- 
mate meaning of the rarer term by one more usual and elegant. 


MATTHEW X. 8. 


> a , \ 
Aoéevovvtas Oepamevere, Dempovs KabapiCere, 
\ > / ll 
vekpous eyeipere, Oapwovia exBadere. 


Fleal the sick, cleanse the lepers, [raise the dead,] cast out devils. 


The important clause vexpods éyelpere is omitted by C ter. man. 
KE, F, K, L, M, 8, U, V, and a considerable number besides, by 
f of the Old Latin, the Sahidic, and other versions, Eusebius, 
Athanasius, etc. 

This array of adverse evidence is too great to be so far over- 
borne by whatever can be cited on the opposite side, as to allow 
of any confidence in the genuineness of the clause. It is found, 
however, in B, C, D, P, 4, and some others, the Vulgate, the 
Old Latin, and other versions and writers, and thus has the 
advantage in the general antiquity of its documents. 

Omission might have arisen by accidental oversight from the 
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similar ending of the words vexpods and Aerrpovs. But it is more 
important to remark, that B, C, D, and other of its authorities, 
place it after Oepamevete; P, A, etc., after éxSddrere; and the 
Latin in the Codex Forojuliensis before dcQevodvras, and thus 
together with the common text exhibit four different situations. 

It is impossible to discard the impression, that this shifting of 
place, wherever it occurs, betokens a marginal appendage slipped 
into the text by different pens at different points, according to 
chance or the fancy of the copyist. The clause in question would 
be readily suggested by a passage presently occurring (xi. 5). 
Instead of imagining a suppression prompted by an unwillingness 
to regard the Apostles as depositaries of power so great, a dispo- 
sition to invest them with it may be supposed with much more 
reason. 


MATTHEW XI. 2. 


ITéupas S00 tav pabnrav avrod. 


He sent [two of his disciples y word by his disciples |. 


Instead of dvo, dua is given by B, C, D, P, Z, 4, etc., supported 
by either Syriac, the Armenian, and Gothic, as also in effect by 
the Old Latin, which in a, b,c, h, f, k, has discipulos as a free 
representative of dva walntav. The evidence for the common 
reading consists of the great majority of authorities. 

If the choice between the two is to be determined by the anti- 
quity of the MSS. cited for each respectively, the preponderance 
is as much in favour of 6:4, as mere number would be for dvo. 
At the same time, the reading of the less ancient body of copies 
is found to be itself possessed of high antiquity, as having been 
quoted by Origen, and thus having acquired an established cur- 
rency before his time. In this case, as elsewhere, the right to be 
styled ancient is not solely possessed by the reading of the most 


ancient existing copies. 
3 
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The remaining consideration, and perhaps the decisive one, is 
this, that Svo is found in the parallel place (Luke vii. 19) without 
any variation, and, in fact, where a variation is scarcely conceiv- 
able; and the appending of this word, interlinear or marginal, 
if Sid ys. were original, would serve as a comment fixing the less 
precise language of Matthew, and in this way would readily come 
to be taken by copyists for a correction or a preferable various 
reading. It is probable, therefore, that the presence of dvo in 
this place, though of early date and wide currency, is due to 
usurpation. 


MATTHEW XVIII. 11. 


2 \ \ a , a 3. / 
"H)Gev yap 0-vios Tov avOpa@rov caaat TO aToA@Aos. 


[For the Son of man is come to save that which was lost.] 


A question is raised respecting the genuineness of this entire 
verse by its absence from B, L, 1, 13, 33, from e, ff, of the Old 
Latin, the Coptic, Sahidic, Syriac Hieros., Origen, the Eusebian 
Canons, Jerome, Juvenalis. Here A, C, Z, are defective. That 
its place, however, in the text is of some antiquity at least, is seen 
from its presence in the Syriac.(N), and copies of the Old Latin. 

Thus there is a fair conflict of evidence. It will therefore be 
necessary to see whether other considerations claim a place in the 
investigation. 

If the disputed verse be put out of sight, there might seem an 
abruptness in the introduction of the succeeding context, and, 
at first, a want of connectedness between the preceding and suc- 
ceeding matter. If the verse were originally wanting, such an 
appearance would lead to the suggestion of a supplement, if such 
could be found, which might furnish something towards an easier 
transition, or at least serve as a suitable preliminary to matter 
which wore an air of abruptness. This would certainly be the 
effect of the clause in question ; and it might be said that it was 

readily supplied from Luke xix. 10. 
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But this way of accounting for its origin is at once open to the 
objection, that, if it were so borrowed, it would have been taken 
entire: for, though several MSS. do insert the words €yT#oas Kal 
in this place, yet the best and the greater number of those which 
contain the verse, omit them. 

The case is marked by some degree of perplexity. On the one 
hand it is impossible to resist grave suspicion, arising from the 
silence of a few ancient authorities; and on the other, there must 
be a recognition of an antiquity possessed by that form of the text 
which the great majority of existing copies present, and also 
of the difficulty, already noticed, which attends the supposition 
of an insertion of the clause from another Gospel. 

A remark which has been before made may be repeated here, 

_that a reading may be fairly ascertained to be ancient, which is 
not supported by MSS. which are now especially styled ancient. 


MATTHEW XIX. 16, 17. 


Aidackare ayabé, Ti ayabdv Tomow iva exo 
Conv aioviov; o 6€ eirev atta: Ti pe déyes aya- 
Gov; ovdels ayabos €i pn eis 0 Ocos. 

[Good] Master, what good thing shall I do, that I may 
have eternal life? And he said unto him, {| Why callest thou 
me good? \ Why askest thou me about that which is good? | 
[there is none good but one, that is God \ the good Being is 
one]. 


’Ayabé is omitted by B, D, L, etc., and the omission is supported 
by most copies of the Old Latin, by the Athiopic, and by Origen: 
it is thus rendered at least very suspicious. This, however, is a 
point of little moment in itself; but it gains importance by its 
connexion with another variation immediately following, one of 
the most marked in the whole text of the New Testament, and, 
in all its cireumstances, one of the most perplexing. 
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Instead of the double clause ri pe Aéyes . . . Oeds, there is ex- 
hibited, 7/ jue €pwras wept Tod ayabod; els early 6 dyabes, by B, D 
(om. 70d, 6), L, 1, 22, and supported by other authorities, the 
principal of which are the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Coptic, 
the A®thiopic for the first clause, the Armenian, and Origen, 
though some of these would add 6 @eds or 6 watyp, which how- 
ever are merely intrusive glosses. 

The first clause, as containing the more important variation, 
will require separate remarks. 

In the first place, neither form can be regarded as derived from 
the other, even by any accidental process. 

With regard to the suggestion, that the passage originally stood. 
as in the common text, and that an accidental omission of dyaGé 
rendered the subsequent question apparently unmeaning, and thus 
led to the arbitrary substitution of another clause; to this it may 
be replied, that such a state of things would of itself have at once 
pointed to the true remedy in the simple replacement of the 
missing word, even without the ready aid of the parallel places. 

It is also a ready suggestion, that the clause in question was 
devised as an escape from a theological embarrassment arising 
from the common reading: but this is at once open to the remark, 
that in the two parallel places there is no evidence of a like 
attempt, though they offer the same provocation. Besides, to 
a calm mind such charges of deliberate tamperings, though often 
thrown out, will perhaps appear to be made more readily than 
considerately, and to be more easily advanced than justified. 

Another case may be imagined on-the supposition that the 
common text is here the true one. Besides the exception taken 
to the epithet dyaé, the clause in question gives the purport 
of another which might very naturally have been added; and 
therefore the clause, it might be said, was merely a marginal note 
suggesting such an additional interrogation, and giving greater 
symmetry and completeness to the dialogue; the drift of which, 
with this imaginary supplement, would stand thus: Why callest 
thou me good? no one is good but God: and why askest thou 
me respecting that which is good, with the perfect law of that 
good Being already before thee? Such a suggestive note might 
certainly have been made, and, being made, might easily have 
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crept into the text; but, in that case, it would have been found 
side by side with the other question, there being no reason why 
it should supplant it, since the two are quite compatible. This 
difficulty must be removed before such an account of the origin 
of the clause can be entertained. 

With regard to the second clause, it is important to remark, 
that even if the various reading in the first, which has just 
been considered, could be readily imagined to be a wilful fabri- 
cation, no reason can be assigned for altering the second at the 
same time, especially with a mere change of form, and into a 
form, too, less explicit in its expression than the other. The less 
developed form, eis éotiv 6 aya0ds, has thus an internal mark of 
genuineness, and in that a plea for the genuineness of the whole. 

The question may now revert to the claim of the entire varia- 
tion to be accepted as genuine. The positive evidence is found 
in the antiquity of the authorities which support it; and this, 
again, finds indirect but strong support in the difficulties which, 
as has been seen, attach to the several ways of spurious origination 
which may be imagined. 

On the other hand, if its genuineness be fairly admitted, there 
would come forth a startling instance of the effect of assimilation 
on the text of the Gospels, in the extensive elimination of a 
characteristic passage from the current text, as evidenced by the 
bulk of existing documents and the facts of patristic usage. 

Still such a consideration ought not to be admitted as a bar to 
the positive evidence, which tends to exhibit the true form of the 
whole passage as follows: Avddoxane, tl dyabov rroujow iva exo 
Conv aidviov; 6 8é eirev adT@, Ti pe Epwrds mept Tod ayabod; els 
éotly 6 ayabés. 
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MATTHEW XxX. 22, 23. 


Avvacde TLE 70 mornpLov 0 €y@ béAA@ TiveLy, 
Kal TO Barriopa o 0 eyo Bamrigopau, BamreaOnvan s 
A€yovow avre" duvapeba. Kal Aéyet avrois” TO 
ev ToTnpiov prov micaOe, Kat TO BamtTiopa 0 eya 
BarriGoua, BamticOnoecOe: x. T. X. 


Are ye able to drink of the cup that I shall drink of, [and 
to be baptized with the baptism that I am baptized with ?| 
They say unto him, We are able. And he saith unto them, 
Ye shall drink indeed of my cup, and be baptized with the 
baptism that Iam baptized with, ete. 


This passage in the common text corresponds in form, though 
with slight verbal differences, with the parallel place (Mark 
x. 38—40), which is affected by no variation. But here the 
clause xal 7d... Bamtic9., both in the question and answer, is 
wanting in B, D, L, Z, 1, 22, the Vulgate, the Old Latin in most 
copies, the Syriac (N), the Coptic, Sahidic, Aithiopic, ete. 

There can be no reasonable doubt that these ancient authorities 
exhibit the true, in the shorter, form of the passage, and that the 
common reading presents a clear instance of assimilative intrusion. 
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MATTHEW XXI. 28—831. 


“AvOpemos eixe Téxva Ovo, Kau TpoceAOav Te 
™pare elIre, TEKVOY, vraye, onpepov epyagov ¢ ev 
T@ Gpmerdavi pov: 6 O€ croKpiOels cimev, ov 0° 
darepov oY erapednOeis amnnrde. Kat mporehOoov 
T devrépp elirev doavros: o 6€ amoxpBets elIreV, 
€7, KU ple, KaL OUK an7nrbe. Tis €k TaY Ovo 
erroinae TO Oéhnua Tod marpos; A€éyovaw QUT@, 
0 TpOTos. 


A certain man had two sons; and he came to the first, 
and said, Son, go work to day in my vineyard. He an- 
swered and said, I will not ; but afterward he repented, and 
went. And he came to the second, and said likewise. And 
he answered and said, I go, sir; and went not. Whether of 
them twain did the. will of his father? They say unto him, 
The first. 


*,* The variations on this passage are too complicated to be expressed 
by marks. They consist mainly in the substitution for the word 
“first,” in the reply, of terms having an opposite meaning to it, 
accompanied in some cases by an inverted order of the answers of 
the sons. 


This passage, if the form here presented be supposed to be the 
original one, is just of a kind to escape the growth of various 
readings, except, it might be, of the most trifling and accidental 
sort ; because it is one of those where, in the clearness and sim- 
plicity both of the whole and of its several terms, .there is nothing 
to provoke any gloss, emendation, or conjecture. If, therefore, 
it is found, on the contrary, to be affected by remarkable and 
perplexing variations, there might arise a presumption that this 
shape is not the original one. To entertain such a presumption, 
however, would be unfavourable to the free and full investigation 
of a question of considerable difficulty. Accordingly, it will be 
best to dismiss it, and at once to state the variations as they are 
exhibited by the principal authorities. 


24 DEVELOPED CRITICISM 


The reading érépw for Sevrépe is strongly supported, and may 
be regarded as the true one, but is immaterial, to the main 
question which arises on the passage. 

The facts which principally claim attention are the following. 

For mp&tos B has dorepos with an inverted order of the 
answers of the two sons. 

In the same place 4 has dedrepos, and 13, 69, have éoxaros, 
all with the inverted order; while D exhibits éoyatos with the 
‘common order. ”"Eoyaros has also some patristic support, besides 
that of ancient Latin copies, some still existing, others prior to 
the time of Jerome. 

Though mere numbers of authorities are overwhelmingly in 
favour of the common form of the passage, yet variations so 
peculiar and thus supported fairly challenge at least a careful 
consideration. . 

Two causes of unsettlement are in this case conceivable: either 
the passage might have exhibited originally some embarrassing 
peculiarity, which would provoke to hasty tampering; or such 
peculiarity might, on the contrary, have been produced by some 
purely accidental disarrangement of form, which further led to 
wilful interference. The only accidental disarrangement to which 
it is exposed, seems to be a transposition, in transcription, of the 
answers of the two sons. 

Now, if the original form be supposed to be that which is 
exhibited in the common text, and such displacement to have 
accidentally arisen in transcription, and have found its way into 
copies, a marked discrepancy would then have presented itself; 
and the remedy, whether suggested in the margin or thrust upon 
the text, would naturally be directed to the term mpé@ros, and 
would be at once furnished by the simple numeral devrepos. But, 
with this at hand, recourse would not be had to Sorepos, which 
is never used to express a mere place in numerical succession, 
is never a bare numeral; and still less, if possible, would éoyxaTos 
be thought of, because, though a kind of numeral, it is out of 
place when only two things are concerned. It can hardly, there- 
fore, be conceived that either of these readings could be produced 
by any circumstances from mpétos. It may be remarked, how- 
ever, that devrepos is a natural gloss upon dorepos or oxaros. 
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Thus far, then, there is reason for further considering the fact 
of the existence of these latter readings. 

If the passage be supposed originally to have had forepos, with 
the same order of the answers as in the common text, derepos 
would be allowed to pass as a mere equivalent of Sedrepos, because 
no other very obvious meaning offered; and a perplexity would 
thus present itself. From this there would be two ways of escape, 
either by placing the answers in the order in which, as has been 
seen, they stand in several copies, or by the arbitrary substitution 
of 1p@Tos. 

It appears, then, from what has preceded, that there is great 
difficulty in imagining a process by which Uorepos or éoyaros 
could be evolved from patos, while a case is quite conceivable 
in which the latter might take the place of either of the former. 

It remains to be inquired, what amount of difficulty really 
attends that shape of the passage which has éotepos or éoyaros, 
with the common order of the answers ; whether it admits of any 
other construction than that which was adopted by Jerome, 
namely, that the reply of the Jews was a wilfully perverse one. 
The answer of the second son is liable to be hastily regarded as 
necessarily a piece of cool hypocrisy, but it is quite as much the 
language of a sincerity inconsiderate and transient, feeble and 
fruitless by its levity. In that case the first son was, at the com- 
mencement of the business, torepos, in the rear, behindhand, with 
respect to the other, for he had not advanced as far as well meant 
profession: and the same remark applies to the stronger term 
éxyatos. It may be said that neither term is so simple a mode 
of expressing this idea as might be imagined; but either term 
may be viewed as a near rather than a clear rendering of some 
derivative of the root SMS, which would express backwardness 
of position, whether that position were real or only apparent.* 

Such, then, are the claims for attention possessed by these two 
kindred readings: Sedrepos being dismissed as a gloss upon one 
or the other. If either is to be regarded as genuine, probability 
would incline to the stronger term éoyatos. This latter also 
furnishes a means of accounting for the existence of mpéros less 


* The solution which makes 6 varepos equivalent to 6 varepov perauedn Geis, 
is more ingenious in conception than admissible by the laws of language. 
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violent than that of arbitrary substitution. It might have been 
a marginal comment on ésyatos, suggested by such a passage as 
xx. 16 of this Gospel, and implying, that he who was originally 
&ayaros in one sense, was eventually mpéros in another. 


MATTHEW XXIII. 14. 


Odal bpiv, ypapparets Kat papioator, vrroKpiral, 
Ore kareaOlere Tas oikias TOY YnpOY, Kal Tpopace 
pakpa mpocevyopevor Sua ToUTO Anrede TeEpLo- 
GOTEpoy Kpima. 

[Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye 
devour widows’ houses, and for a pretence make long prayer: 
therefore ye shall receive the greater damnation. | 


The genuineness of this entire verse is a matter of question. 
It is wanting in B, D, L, Z, 1, 33, 118, 203, 209, 346, in the 
Codex Amiatinus and other important copies of the Vulgate— 
being also omitted by Jerome himself—in a, e, ff1, g', of the Old 
Latin, and probably the Eusebian canons. 

These are the main facts that impeach the genuineness of the 
passage, together with the circumstance that its matter, though 
not its grammatical form, is derivable from two parallel places 
(Mark xi. 40; Luke xx. 47), and also the shifting position of 
the portion 67v . . . kpiwa; since in the MSS. which are its best 
support, it is found to precede the words 6 xAeleTe . . . eloeAOeiv, 
a circumstance which favours the suspicion of intrusion from the 
margin, as if one copyist had let in at one point of the text, and 
another at another, a supplement which a glossarist had framed 
from the parallel places. 

On the other hand it may be argued, that on account of the 
recurrence of the commencing words oval tyiv..., a clause so 
introduced might readily be lost in transcription by oversight. 

If, however, there is ground for hesitation in condemning the 
verse as spurious, still it cannot be regarded with confidence as 
genuine in the face of important ancient evidence. 
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MATTHEW XXIII. 25. 
"Eoobev d€ yéuovow €€ aprayns Kal axpacias. 
Within they are full of extortion and [excess y injustice]. 


Upon axpacias there are the variations ddv«las, rovnplas, 
mreovetias, dxabapoias. 

A glance at these terms at once shews that the variation is 
due to interpretative glosses; and the group may accordingly be 
scanned with respect to the probability which each reading 
presents of being the germ of the others. 

With regard to the three first variations it may be observed, 
that since they are terms of kindred meaning, each might well 
be a gloss upon either of the others, while the fourth is quite 
distinct from them in signification; but that all four are too clear 
and simple in their meaning to require or tempt a gloss at all, 
if found in the text. 

On the other hand, dxpacia is in itself a term of various signi- 
fication. It may either signify the condition of one who is 
axpatys in the more ordinary sense, that is, in respect of lustful 
indulgence, in which case it would be explained by axafapacia; 
or that of one who is dxpatys xépdovs (Aristot. Eth. Nic. 7, 4), 
and, in consequence, ddvxos, mrovnpds, mAcovéxtns. In this place 
then it appears that axpacias is a term which, in the text, might 
well be prolific of glosses and so eventually of various readings. 
It may be remarked too, that at the other occurrence of the word 
(1 Cor. vii. 5), where the context restricts the sense, there is no 
variation; and, again, that there is none upon the more precise 
term zrovnpias in the parallel place (Luke xi. 39). 

Upon external evidence the issue is between dxpacias and 
aévxlas, the authorities for the others being slight. For the 
former there are cited B, D, L, 4, 1, 13, 33, 69, etc.: for the 
latter C, E, F, G, H, K, S, and a large number of others; in fact, 
the great majority of MSS. 

Yet, notwithstanding this disparity of numbers and the weight 
of some of the authorities for adccias, as just cited, the importance 
of the opposing documents and internal considerations sanction the 


28 DEVELOPED CRITICISM 


conclusion that dxpacias is the original reading, and dévxias its 
interpretation: one which the parallel crovjpuas and the association 
with dpzrayns would shew to be correct. 

The evidence of versions is in this instance unimportant, because 
a translator with axpacias before him, would give such a rendering 
as would convey his own view of the sense in which the term was 
used. 


MATTHEW XXYV. 13. 


°Ev 4 6 vios Tod avOpwrov epyerau 
v1 0 vios 0 PXETQL. 


| Wherein the son of man cometh. 


The absence of this clause from A, B, C, D, L, X, and others, 
as also from both Syriac versions, the Old Latin, the Coptic, 
Sahidic, AMthiopic, etc., is a sufficient ground for condemning 
it as undoubtedly spurious. It is an intrusive supplement. 


MATTHEW XXVI. 26. 


\ ) A N yy \ , ey] 
AaBov o “Inoovs rov aprov Kat evoynoas éxAace. 


Jesus took bread, and [blessed it y gave thanks |, and brake it. 


The great majority of MSS., including A, E, F, H, K, M, §, 
U, V, read edyapiorjcas for evdoyijcas. The latter is supported 
by B, D, L, Z, and some others. The case is evidently one where 
versions must be cited with caution; but both the Vulgate and 
Syriac give a different rendering in this and the following verse, 
where evyapicrjcas is unquestioned, and thus are distinctly 
evidence for evAoyjoas. 

It might be urged that edy. was the original reading, and was 
changed into edd. by the influence of the parallel place (Mark 
xiv. 22), where evr. is undoubted. On this it may be remarked, 
that there is another parallel (Luke xvii. 19) on which a precisely 
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similar argument might be grounded in favour of edA.; and thus 
all argument from assimilation is in a manner neutralised. 

When the general similarity of the present passage with that 
in Mark is considered, it is more probable that the resemblance 
originally included the term in question, than that there was a 
process of assimilation. An accidental change, too, of edd. into 
evy. is readily conceivable, either from the succeeding verse 
through the wandering eye of a copyist, or rather through inad- 
vertence of mind, favoured by the free convertibility of the two 
familiar terms. That they were so convertible, will be evident 
on a review of the following passages: Mat. xiv. 19; xv. 36; 
Mark vi. 41; viii. 6, 7; xiv. 22, 23; Luke xxii. 17, 19; xxiv. 30; 
John vi, bis. 1 Gor, x2 165 xi. 24. 

Notwithstanding the preponderating amount of evidence for 
evyaptoTnoas, that which supports the rival reading is sufficiently 
important to render the case open to the influence of other con- 
siderations. These favour the probability that the common read- 
ing is the true one, thus placing the passage in original agreement 
with the parallel in Mark. 

Tov before &ptov is omitted in B, C, D, G, L, Z, and others : 
but it should be retained even in the face of this weighty forbid- 
ding. Its accidental omission is possible enough, while a chance 
intrusion can hardly be conceived, and there can have been no 
motive for a wilful insertion, but rather the contrary. In fact, 
the influence of the parallel places would favour the absence of 
the article, and its presence might be viewed as a difficulty. Its 
use, however, is the same as in another place (Luke xxiv. 30), 
and is the strict expression of a simple circumstance, that of ‘ the 
loaf” singly placed before the master of the feast. Though the 
presence of the article thus serves to a more precise and lively 
description, yet its absence in the parallel places is in no way 
remarkable, since the anarthrous term answers all the purposes 
of the narrative. 

The general principle on which the reading of the common 
text should be here sustained, is this; that readings which present 
a form of which either the significance is not obvious, as in the 
present instance, or the usage is not ordinary, possess in that very 
circumstance a token of genuineness. 
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MATTHEW XXVI. 28. 


n / > \ & UA. % lad fol 8 6 Mh 
Tovro yap €oTl TO aia ov TO THS KaLYNnS OLAUHKNS. 


For this is my blood of the [new | testament. 


MARK XIV. 24. 


fal tess \ @ , \ a 5 Ve 
Tovro €or TO aia pov TO THS KaLvnS OvaOnKns. 


This is my blood of the | new] testament. 


A shorter reading, 76 aia prov rhs SuaOjxns, is found m both 
these places. In the former this is the reading of B, L, Z, 33, 
102; in the latter of B, C, D, L, ete., & of the Old Latin, and 
the Coptic. Though this evidence is slender in amount, there 
are certain considerations which come to its aid. An accidental 
omission of xawvhs by oversight in transcription, if the word were 
originally in the text, is certainly possible from the triple recur- 
rence of the two final letters; but, all circumstances considered, 
cannot be regarded as very peopeples The improbability, how- 
ever, is very great that such accidental omission, in itself by no 
means probable, should have befallen both places: and, had it 
happened in one, this would not have affected the other, since 
assimilative influence acts in the way of addition, not of abridge- 
ment. 

On the other hand, the addition of xawAs to the shorter read- 
ing, if that were the original form, at least under the shape of a 
marginal suggestion in the first instance, would be a most likely 
occurrence, because the epithet would in this place be naturally 
and rightly associated in the mind with dvaOjnns; to say nothing 
of positive suggestion from the parallel place (Luke xxii. 20). 

Upon the whole, there is great probability that the shorter 
reading is the true one in both places, and the true exponent 
of the language actually employed on the occasion: while the 
narrative of St. Luke, as well as its counterpart in the First 
Epistle to the Corinthians, must be regarded as conveying the 
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purport rather than the verbal form; which is clearly the case in 
the more simple and less figurative language of the clause, és érou 
» Paotrela tod Oeov EXy, compared with the corresponding 
portions of the other narratives. This leads to the further remark, 
that in the absence of xaw/fs the language of Jesus appears less 
communicative and explicit, and, as such, approaches nearer to 
the reserved and figurative style of various communications to the 
Apostles previous to his passion. 

It will be seen that an important portion of the preceding 
reasoning is derived entirely from a joint view of both the places 
in question, and thus that one main step. towards a conclusion 
would. have been lost by a separate consideration of each. 

This circumstance furnishes a peculiar indication of the insuf- 
ficiency of any mere routine process applied mechanically to 
each several instance, instead of a free employment of such special 
aids to investigation as various cases may happen to offer. 





MATTHEW XXVII. 34. 


"ES ITQ TTLEL: 0& ETH YOANS [LELLLYLEVOV 
OKAY AUT@ Tey O€os peTa XOATS HELLY LL . 


They gave him [vinegar \ wine to drink, mingled with gall. 


As a rival reading to d€os, oivov is given by B, D, K, L, and 
a few others, supported by the Vulgate, by most copies of the 
Old Latin, by the Coptic, Sahidic, Aithiopic, Armenian, ete. 
On the other hand, d£os is found in the remaining mass of MSS., 
except © and Z, which are defective in this place. 

The antiquity of witnesses preponderates for oivov; yet antiquity 
of existence as a reading is also undoubted in the case of d&os. 

Each might readily originate in the other. The common 
reading might have been merely a gloss upon oivov, suggestive — 
rightly or not—that the liquor might also be termed d£os, or 
directly identifying it with that which was afterwards adminis- 
tered. But still ofvoy does not seem very provocative of such 
a comment. 
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Again, d£0s being supposed original, otvov would be at once 
supplied, either as a gloss or emendation, from the parallel place 
(Mark xv. 23): and, of two rival readings, suspicion cannot but 
attach in the first instance to that which places two gospel narra- 
tives in verbal concord; and this is done by otvov, for the apparent 
discrepancy lies solely in the words éf0s and oivov, éopupricpévov 
being at once reconcileable with the expression peta yorHs meyry- 
pévov, since vod may be allowed to signify any ingredient of 
a strongly bitter or acrid flavour. 

In such a conflict of evidence as the present instance presents, 
a positive decision either way would deserve the imputation 
of rashness. The last mentioned consideration seems rather to 
give a preponderance in favour of the common text. 





MATTHEW XXVII. 35. 


co a XY e \ e \ a yr 
Iva mrnpoby 70 pndev UTO TOU mpopnrov: 
, € e a 
OvewepioavTo Ta imaTia jou EavTois, Kal em) Tov 
if Va n 
aria jLoy pov eBadov KANpov. 


| That it might be fulfilled which was spoken by the pro- 
phet, They parted my garments among them, and upon my 
vesture did they cast lots. | 


This passage is wanting in all the uncial MSS. except 4, and 
many others, and in the most important versions except the 
Armenian, and is unknown to Origen, Chrysostom, and various 
other writers. 

There is no ground whatever for hesitation in condemning 
it as spurious. It is a clear case of assimilative intrusion, the 
matter being derived from the parallel place (John xix. 24), 

Though the quarter may be thus certainly indicated from which 
the application of the Old Testament citation was borrowed, it 
ought to be remarked that the introductory words are changed, 
the quotation being here fitted with St. Matthew’s formula, wa 
mAnpwOn, x.T.r. This has the appearance of direct interpolation. 
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MATTHEW XXVIII. 9. 


e \ 3 tg ~ o a la! 
Qs de eropevovro amayyetrae Tols wabnrais avrod. 


[And as they went to tell his disciples. | 


This clause is wanting in B, D, and a considerable number 
of other MSS. (Z is defective), in the Vulgate, in all copies 
of the Old Latin except f, in the Syriac, Coptic, Armenian, 
and others, and is omitted by Origen, Chrysostom, Jerome, and 
Augustine. 

Notwithstanding the amount of testimony in its favour, includ- 
ing A and C, this adverse evidence, containing so much that is 
ancient, must bear strongly against the genuineness of the clause. 
It might have been a supplement, originally in the form of a 
scholium, to a narrative which without it appears disjointed, and 
as such would lead to its suggestion. 

At the same time there must be taken into account the possi- 
bility of the loss of the clause, if genuine, by oversight in tran- 
scription, on account of its ending being the same with that of 
the preceding one—a marked instance, in fact, of duovoréAeuTov. 

But, again, one copy has only @s éz. amaryyetdas, and two 
others no more than @s ézopevovro; and these can hardly be 
viewed as curtailments from oversight, but, since they may be 
presumed to be transcriptions from older MSS., are rather tokens 
of a gradual growth of supplementary matter, that is, of the 
spuriousness of the whole. 

A peculiar interest attaches to the consideration of this passage, 
because, if the words in question are rejected, the time and 
place of the meeting with the women are left indeterminate ; 
and a statement is removed, namely, that they encountered 
Jesus on their return from the sepulchre, which is a main source 
of difficulty in reconciling the different narratives of the resur- 


rection. 
4 
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A plea for the genuineness of the clause might be grounded 
on this circumstance, by alleging that it points to a motive for 
expunging it, and thus accounting for its absence from MSS. and 
versions. But before this consideration can be admitted within 
the pale of legitimate criticism, evidence must be furnished, that 
a practice of making summary riddance of difficult or obnoxious 
matter is something more than a creature of imagination or an 
allegation of party warfare. 
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MARK I. 2. 


c , > la / 
Qs yeypanrat ev Tots Tpopnrats. 


As it is written [in the prophets \ in Isaiah the prophet]. 


On the common reading év ois rpo¢jraus there is the marked 
variation éy 76 “Hoaia 76 mpodrry, for which there are cited 
B, D (om. 7@ before ‘H.), L, 4, and many others, the Peshito, 
the Old Latin, Vulgate, Coptic, etc., as well as Ireneus, and 
various other writers. 

Readings that serve to obviate difficulties and peculiarities are 
on that very account open to strong suspicion. Tamperings, if 
their existence be admitted, and glosses would be framed to 
relieve, not to generate, awkwardness and perplexity. This 
general principle must be applied to the present instance. 

The citation in this place prefixes to certain words of Isaiah 
others which cannot be referred to that prophet, combining a 
prediction expressly applied by Jesus to the Baptist (Mat. xi. 10), 
with another which the latter adopted as belonging to himself 
(Jno. i. 23). With this combination the introductory words 
according to the common reading are in harmony, and would not 
accordingly provoke such a gloss or emendation as év 76 ‘H. 7@ 
mp., and call up an appearance of inconsistency which did not 
exist before. On this ground, in addition to its positive evidence 
already stated, the latter claims decision in its favour. 

One MS. has simply év 7@ mpogyry, and the question might 
be asked, whether this can be the original reading. The question 
is not altogether unreasonable; but, since critical decisions must 
be supported by a certain amount of evidence, it cannot critically 
receive an answer in the affirmative. 
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MARK I. 4. 


Ul / > Sd / \ 
’ Eyévero "Iwavyns Banrigov ev 7h epnep Kos 
, / > » G 
knpvocov BamTicpa peravolas eis aeow apap- 
TLOV. 


John did baptize in the wilderness, and preach the baptism 
of repentance for the remission of sins.* 


Another form of this sentence is as follows, éyévero "Iwdvyns 
6 Barrikov év th epjuw xnptocwv, x.t.d. The article before 
. Barrifwy is found in B, L, A, 33 (C is defective and the absence 
of articles is habitual with D); while B, 33, 73, 102, omit «ai 
before xnptcowv, the presence of which is scarcely compatible 
with that of the previous article. 

From the very nature of the question as far as it relates to 6, 
no aid can be obtained from the versions; nor, in fact, do the 
Greek Fathers furnish any evidence on the point. 

The preponderance, therefore, of testimony, thus confined to 
MSS., is enormous in numerical amount in favour of the common 
text. 

It is necessary, however, to remark the correctness of language 
exhibited by the rival reading; for with the article prefixed Bar- 
7ifwv becomes a mere distinctive appellation or title, and the pre- 
dicate is found in the words év TH éprjuw@ xnptocav, x. T.r. This 
is just as it should be; for the words of Isaiah found a fulfilment 
not in John’s baptising, but in the work and purport of his preach- 
ment and its locality. According to this form of the sentence, its 
meaning might be put in such a-shape as the following: ‘ There 
came [in accordance with such prophecies] John the baptiser 
preaching in the wilderness, etc.’ 

If this reading be not the true one, it is either a purely arbitrary 
improvement from the hand of an observant and ingenious critic, 


* In this and some other places where no marks are attached to the 
English Version, a translation of the passage, exhibiting the variation, 
is included in the body of the article. 
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or it must be supposed that «a/ was lost in some transcript by 
accident, and the resulting awkwardness was critically remedied 
by prefixing 6 to Bamrifev. But upon this there arises the 
question, whether there are grounds for admitting that critical 
hands ever exercised themselves in such operations of extreme 
nicety upon the text of the New Testament. It is far more easy 
to take refuge in such a view than to prove its truth. 


MARK I. 27. 
Ti éote rovro; tis 7 ddan 7 Kay abrn, Ore 
Kar €&ovolay Kat Tos TVEVMACL, K.T. A. 
What thing is this? what new doctrine is this? for with 


authority commandeth he even the unclean spirits, ete. 


Tt will be necessary to give the principal variations of this 
passage at length, with their authorities. 


Ti éort rodT0; Sidayn  Kawn Kar eEovoiav’ Kal.... BB. 
Ti é. 7.3 Sway awn Kar eEovoiav’ xal.... L, 33, 102. 
Ti é. 7.3 diay Kawn adtrn cat éEouvciav xal.... 1,118, ete. 


Tis 4 didaynh exeivn 4 Kawi atrn 4 éfovola, 6tt Kal.... D.z 

The appearance thus presented is one of more than ordinary 
perplexity ; still a clue may perhaps be found by a careful atten- 
tion to the various points offered by the whole. 

_ The clause, dudayn 1) Kaw Kar’ éEovolay, given by B, is not 
a legitimate Greek form, at least for the conveyance of the only 
admissible meaning. But it must be remarked, that of the read- 
ings 7 Kawi and éxelvn, which are found together in D, each 
might readily spring by accident from the other. Again, éxe/vy 
is peculiarly appropriate to a comment made aside, as in the 
present instance. And further, if éxe/vy were original and after- 
wards lost by accidental transformation into 4 Kaw? or Kan, 
an appearance of incompleteness without a demonstrative word 
would lead to the intrusion of ai7n; and an account is thus 
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afforded for the existence of that reading, as also of its shifting 
position in various copies. 

These considerations indicate at least a probability that éxelvy 
is original, and that the clause should stand didayn éxetyn Kar’ 
é£ovclav, or, if a hint be taken from D, didayn éxeivn é€ovcia. 
At all events, the choice appears to lie between one of these and 
dudayn Kaw Kat’ é€ovoiayv, the reading of L. One thing may 
be regarded as certain, that so remarkable an amount of variation 
has grown from some abrupt and elliptical clause. 

The clause ti éort TodTo; is not free from suspicion on account 
of its absence from D, and three evangelistaria, from the Old © 
Latin with the exception of two copies, from several important 
ones of the Vulgate, the Ethiopic, etc., and with this circum- 
stance must be combined the remark, that the preceding term 
ovgnrelv, though not absolutely requiring it, would rather lead 
to the expectation of an interrogative form of speech, and would 
accordingly favour the intrusion of such a form and not its disap- 
pearance. It is, therefore, possible that the succeeding clause, 
under one of the three forms mentioned above, is the only 
genuine portion preceding the words xat tois wvevpact. 

With regard to this clause itself there is still another con- 
ceivable case, namely, that its original shape was simply diday7 
kar é&€ouciav, that éxeivn was the first intrusion, and that the 
accidental change of this into % «av made an opening for the 
subsequent entrance of atry. This is suggested by the fact that 
Kaw is wanting in 123, 235, and that the omission is supported 
by the important Latin MSS. 8, ¢, ff According to this view 
the purport would be as follows: ‘Here is a teaching with 
authority. He commands even the unclean spirits, etc.’ 

It may be remarked here, that in various passages of this 
Gospel the expression, especially -in recording the language of 
speakers, assumes a more abrupt and pointed form according to 
the reading of certain authorities. In favour of such readings - 
a presumption at once arises from the unquestionable fact, that 
the tendency of external influences, whether in the shape of direct 
critical meddlings or indirect intrusions, is not to bestow pecu- 
liarities or striking points of style on an author, but rather to 
smooth down such as may already exist. 
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MARK II. 7. 


Ti obros otTw Nadel BAacdypias. 


Why doth this man thus speak blasphemies ? 


This passage is noticed not as affected by any important varia- 
tion, but merely as affording a plain illustration of the last remark. 

Instead of the simple clause of the common text, another form, 
more abrupt and keen in expression, is found in B, D, L, and 
supported by the Vulgate and most copies of the Old Latin, 
namely, tis odTos otTw Aarei; Bracdnue?. ‘ Who is this that 
speaks in this manner? He blasphemes.’ 

If it be said that this is the arbitrary alteration of a critic in 
the way of improvement, the question arises in reply, what is 
there in the common form to instigate a critic’s interference? 





MARK III. 29. 


y / > > lA / 
Evoyxos eotiv aimviov Kpicews. 


Ts in danger of eternal [damnation y guilt]. 


The common reading xpicews is exhibited by the mass of 
documents. On the other hand, duapriparos is given by B, L, 
28, 33, while C perhaps, D, 13, 69, 346, have duaptias: one or 
other of which readings is represented in the copies of the Old 
Latin except f, the Vulgate, Coptic, Armenian, etc. 

The evidence is sufficient to prove on the part of xpicews an 
established currency of no recent date, while antiquity of existing 
testimonies is in favour of duaptiparos or dwaptias. It remains, 
therefore, to see what features of the case would point to one as 
being the glossarial offspring of the other. 

The remaining variation xoddoews, rests on very trifling 
authority, and its birthplace was manifestly the margin. 
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The expression aiwviov duaptrnwaros is peculiar, though possess- 
ing some special force in its peculiarity. By the word dydprnpa 
no more is properly signified than a single faulty act; and, accord- 
ingly, ai@viov could not be combined with it in this its strict 
meaning. If, therefore, the Evangelist wrote duaptjpyatos, he 
used it to signify a condition of guilt, a sense which, though in 
the case of this term peculiar and striking, is not unfrequently 
borne by duaptia; and, accordingly, this latter term might 
readily occur as the simplest interpretation of dwaptjpatos as 
here employed, and would thus be the readiest gloss, as exhibiting 
the slightest deviation of form. The remaining readings, xplcews 
and KoAdoews, would do the same thing more broadly and boldly. 

These considerations point to duaptyartos as the true reading. 





MARK IV. 24. 


\ 7 p Saacas la > Uf 
Kat tpooreOncerat viv Tois akovovor. 


[And unto you that hear shall more be given. | 


This entire clause is wanting in D, G (114 also omitting kcal 
mp. v.), and in important copies of the Old Latin and Vulgate. 

The words tots ax. are omitted also by B, C, L, 4, etc., and 
several versions. They may at once be discarded as an artificial 
and not very judicious supplement; while the Latin variation 
credentibus, evidently of like origin, is more appropriate. 

It is not so easy to arrive at a decision on the remaining and 
more important words xal mp. v.; but there are various circum- 
stances, besides the omissions already mentioned, that require 
notice. 

The Armenian represents them as following dxovere, while two 
MSS., 13 and 69, also place them there, and then repeat them as 
they stand in the common text. These MSS. also have xab 
mp. U. Tots ax. after dxovere in the parallel place (Lu. viii. 18). 
Besides, wrpooteOjceras is the reading of D for 800yjcerat, which 
MS. also has a similar substitution, wpoor(@eras, in the parallel 
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place (Lu. xix. 26), the glossarial nature of which reading is clear 
enough. It may be remarked, moreover, that though zpoote- 
Ojcerat would be at once furnished as a gloss on doOjcetas by 
the words in question, if these were originally a part of the text, 
and its existence as such, which may be concluded by its having 
supplanted the original word in D, might accordingly be viewed 
as evidence of their genuineness; yet, on the other hand, zpoo7te- 
Ojceras is of itself too obvious an interpretation to need sugges- 
tion from any quarter; and, if once introduced in this way, might 
readily be the germ of the clause cal mpooreOjcetat div. The 
clause might indeed have been lost by homeoteleuton, but this 
will hardly account for the shifting of place already noticed. 





MARK IX. 23. 


e VS a 5 2 A SS > / a 
O 8€ "Inoovs eimev avtT@, To «i Ovvaca mioTEd- 
/ IN n , 
cou Tavra Svvara TH TLOTEVOYTL. 


Jesus said unto him, If thou canst believe, all things are 
possible to him that believeth. 


The question between dSvvacas and dévp, beg one of a mere 
variety of inflexion, is in itself of little moment. However, B, 
D, A, have the latter, and also in the preceding verse. 

D, characteristically, does not exhibit the article 70, as is the 
case also with K, M, U, and others: but this can hardly be 
admitted as an impeachment of its genuineness, when it is con- 
sidered that its presence is otherwise unaccountable. Its employ- 
ment in this place has been explained as an intimation on the 
part of the Evangelist, that the expression to which it is prefixed, 
et Sivacas muatedoat, was habitual in such cases with Jesus; and 
no doubt the writer might readily fall into such a usage, if the 
supposed fact were present to his mind. 

All this rests upon the assumption that moredoas is genuine. 
It is, however, wanting in B, C pr. man., L, 4, the Old Latin 
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in k, the Coptic, Armenian, AXthiopic, etc. If on this authority 
the word were expunged the passage would stand thus, 6 dé 
"Inoods cirrey ait, Td et Sbvn* Tavta, K.T.r. In this case the 
article may be regarded as prefixed simply on the principle of 
previous mention, and as serving to indicate that the expression, 
ei Ovvyn, is merely a repetition of the preceding speaker’s own 
words (v. 22), cited to him by Jesus in reply, with a tone of 
demur or exception. 

It must be admitted that mucretoas might be lost by accident 
from sameness of ending with dvvacav; though two of the authori- 
ties for its omission have dvvy. On the other hand, if the word 
was not original, a notion of an ellipsis after dvvy would readily 
lead to the borrowing of a supplement from mructevovre. 

Without the word in question, the sense of the passage may 
be expressed thus: ‘Jesus said to him, [sayest thou to me,] If 
thou art able? All things are possible for the believer.’ 





MARK IX. 43, 44. 


3 \ , 5) XN a Sua sé 
His tnv yéevvay, eis TO TIp TO aaReoTov, brov 
¢c / > lol 3 n AQ \ ~ > 4 
0 OK@ANE adTeV ov TEAEUTA, Kal TO mup ov oBev- 
é 
VUTQL. 


Into hell, [into the fire that never shall be quenched ; | 
[where their worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched |. 


In the common text the passage included in vs. 43—48 consists 
of three strains or stanzas cast with so near a correspondence, that 
had the whole originally borne this mechanically regular form, 
it could have strongly tended to prevent the loss of a mere clause 
by accident in transcription; though the oversight of an entire 
portion would not be unlikely from similarity of commencement 
in the words xa) édy, as is actually the case with the second 
in a few unimportant copies. If, therefore, this regularity of 
shape is not exhibited by important authorities, it may be con- 
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cluded that the present form of the text is due to assimilative 
interpolation or accretion. 

The clause ézrov . . . . s8évvvras in the first instance is wanting 
in B, ©, Ld, 1, 28, 118, 251, 255, the Old Latin in 4, the 
Coptic, and Armenian; and to this adverse evidence may be 
added the remark, that had the common form of the passage been 
original, and the eye of a transcriber wandered from the first dzrov 
to the second or third, still his copy would have exhibited the 
first portion entire, with the loss of one or both of the others. 
Doubt attaches also to the words eis 76 w. TO. do. on account of 
their absence from L, 4, the Syriac, etc., while D, supported by 
copies of the Old Latin, has émov éotly 76 1. To do, and F reads 
simply Tod zrupés. 

In the second portion the same authorities for the omission 
of the clause é7rov.... of. are cited as before, except that 255 
omits the whole; while the other, «fs to m7. TO do., is wanting 
in B, C, L, A, 1, 28, 118, 251, 5, %, the Coptic, Armenian, 
Syriac, etc. The words rod srupds following yéevvay on its third 
occurrence (v. 47) are wanting in B, D, L, 4, 1, 28, 118, 209, 
and versions. 

The clause é7rov ... . oBévvuTas may be safely discarded from 
the first and second places, and eis 76 7. 76 do. from the second. 
Great doubt must necessarily attach to the latter in the first place 
also, from the amount of variation which occurs there, and its 
glossarial appearance. 
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MARK XI. 10. 


Evroynpern 7 epxopevn Bacircla ev ovopmare 
Kupiov tod rarpos npav AaBis. 
Blessed be the kingdom of our father David, that cometh 
[in the name of the Lord |: Hosanna in the highest. 


The amount of evidence adverse to the words év dvouats Kupiov 
is sufficient to put their spuriousness beyond all doubt. They 
have evidently been introduced from the preceding parallel clause. 
The place is noticed because it resembles the one which has been 
just discussed, in exhibiting, in the common text, the result 
of a process which may be termed self-assimilation, by the intru- 
sion of a further uniformity upon an already existing parallelism. 


MARK XI. 26. 


a , Sart € XN e a € > 
Hi S€ ipets ov adiere, ovdé 6 warhp buav 6 év 
al ca / \ '£ <4 a 
Tols oupavols adnoe Ta TapaTTopaTa dpLoOv. 


[But if ye do not forgive, neither will your Father which is 
in heaven forgive your trespasses. | 


The genuineness of this entire verse is called in question on 
account of its absence from B, L, S, 4, and a few others, from 
9°, k, l, of the Old Latin, the Coptic, and Armenian. 

The importance of this adverse evidence, though narrow in 
amount, cannot be denied: still its force is weakened by the very 
obvious possibility of an accidental loss by oversight in transcrip- 
tion, on account of the recurring close ta, TAPATTOMLATA ULOV. 

Again, if on the one hand, it may be said that the verse 
is a spurious intrusion from the parallel place (Mat. vi. 15), on 
the other, it is important to observe, that undoubted cases of 
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assimilation generally exhibit a simple transfer of exact words, 
or nearly so; whereas in the present instance the form of expres- 
sion is considerably varied. Several copies proceed to make an 
unquestionable assimilative addition of two entire verses (Mat. vii. 
7, 8), but they are introduced without alteration. 

The clause itself is affected by some fluctuation of form; some 
copies omitting tots, and others the words 6 éy +. o., while others 
insert tiv after adycer. 

On the whole, however, there is hardly sufficient ground for 
expunging the verse as spurious, though it cannot be viewed as 
unaffected by reasonable suspicion. 





MARK XI. 32. 


a \ 
"ANN éay elropev, €E avOpdrov, epoBovvTo Tov 
Aaov. 


But tf we shall say, Of men; they feared the people. 


In this place, as in others already noticed in this Gospel, 
influences have been at work on the text to smooth down what 
would otherwise possess a lively abruptness of manner, to an 
ordinary cast of expression. Thus, a certain number of MSS., 
well supported by versions, exhibit this process in its full result 
by reading doBovueOa, and thus giving the sentence the same 
form as in the parallel place in Matthew (xxi. 26). The same 
process is seen partially in the common text, if édv be spurious. 

On the removal of this word the form will stand thus, aia 
elrapev, && dvOpdrrav;—éhoBodvto tov adv, with the lively 
deliberative expression e/zwpev; instead of the hypothetical éav 
elapev. ‘But, would it be well to say, From men ?—They 
feared the people.’ ‘ 

The word in question is wanting in A, B, C, E, F, G, Holy. 
and many others. Its presence may most readily be referred 
to the influence of the preceding clause, and is an instance of 
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self-assimilation. To a suggestion that édy was removed from 
the text by way of critical improvement, it may be replied, that 
though a critic might view its absence as an improvement, yet 
there is really nothing in its presence to provoke alteration. 

It may be noticed that even B and C read tov dyAov, a 
manifest gloss, as being a more strictly correct term, and probably 
derived from the parallel place. 





MARK XIII. 14. 


"Orav &€ iSnre ro BdéAVypAa THS Epnudoews TO 
pnbev to AavinrA Tod mpodpntov, k. T. A. 


But when ye shall see the abomination of desolation, | spoken 
of by Daniel the prophet, | etc. 


The common text here exhibits a correspondence with the 
parallel place (Mat. xxiv. 15), except in having t7ro instead of 
8:4; which latter however, is also read in this place in several 
MSS. Accordingly, facts tending to raise a doubt of the genuine- 
ness of any portion would be countenanced by the possibility 
of assimilative influence. 

The clause 76 p. v. 4. 7. 7. is wanting in B, D, L, the copies 
of the Old Latin except two, the Vulgate, Coptic, ete. 

If the Evangelist wrote no more than 76 6. ris é., he employed 
an expression which might seem to many readers in after time to 
need some additional specification; a need readily met by append- 
ing the words supplied by the parallel place. 

It is also difficult to discern any motive for suppression, or any 
cause for accidental omission of the clause in question. 

The only plea that can be urged in its favour, must rest upon 
the fewness of the adverse authorities. Its genuineness can 


hardly be defended. 
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MARK XIV. 24. 


See MATTHEW XXVI. 28. 


MARK XIV. 27. 


, , > 5) 5) a 
ITavres oxavdaditcOncecbe ev emol ev TH vuKti 
/ 

TQAUTY. 


All ye shall be offended | because of me this night]. 


The words év é. év TH v. r. are wanting in B, C pr. m., D, G, 
H, L, 8, V, X, 4, ete., and ff of the Old Latin; while other copies 
of this latter, with several MSS., omit the words év 79 v. r., and, 
again, other MSS., with important copies of the Vulgate, omit _ 
év €uol. 

The brief expression wdvtes ox., with its abrupt pointedness, 
is quite in accordance with the style which in so many places 
marks the colloquial parts of this Gospel, and, as such, would not 
fail to provoke glossarial amplification. 

However, the adverse evidence alone is sufficient to mark the 
whole of the words in question as spurious. They are an assimi- 
lative accretion from the parallel place (Mat. xxvi. 31). 
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MARK XIV. 70. 


a a 5S \ 5 4 AN 
"AdrnOas €E avrav ei, kal yap Tadwratos «i Kat 
y t 
n AaALA Tou opoLlaCeEL. 


Surely thou art one of them; for thou art a Galilean, [and 
thy speech agreeth thereto. | 


In one of the parallel places (Mat. xxvi. 73) the reason appended 
to the charge against Peter is, al yap 1) Nadud cou Ofdov ce TroLel; 
in the other (Lu. xxii. 59) it takes the form, cal yap TadwAatos 
éorw: and it should be remarked that they are virtually equivalent, 
each involving the other; for an appeal to Peter’s dialect could 
only be made by way of proof that he was a Galilean, and thus 
there would be no need to express the implied conclusion ; and, 
again, the direct allegation of his being a Galilean could only rest 
on his dialect, and, accordingly, there would be no need of an 
actual statement of the ground. Still, both might be expressed ; 
and this is actually shown in the common text in the present 
place, but with an evident awkwardness, which is in strong con- 
trast with the short and lively manner of recording conversations, 
which has been already remarked as a characteristic of this 
Evangelist. In one MS. the matter is somewhat mended by an 
inverted order of the two members, namely, «at 7) A. o. 6 Kal yap 
I’. ci: but this transposition is of itself suspicious. 

The words xat 1) X. o. 6. are wanting in B, C, D, L, and 
others, and have nothing answering to them in a, e, ff, g', &, of 
the Old Latin, and the Vulgate, while the Ethiopic represents 
dAAdy oe Trovel instead of dmuoudber. 

This evidence, thus giving its weighty confirmation to other 
considerations, should leave little or no doubt that the words 
in question are an intrusion of an officious supplement. 
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MARK XV. 28. 


Kai erdnpodn 7 ypapr n A€yovoa: Kal pera 
avOMwY édoyiaOn. 


[And the scripture was fulfilled, which saith, And he was 
numbered with the transgressors. | 


This entire verse is wanting in A, B, C, D, X, and a con- 
siderable number of others, as also in & of the Old Latin, and 
in the Sahidic. 

But little weight is due to the adverse argument, that it is 
not the practice of this Evangelist, while recording circumstances, 
to note fulfilments of prophecy; while, on the other hand, acci- 
dental omission can only be regarded as simply possible. 

The direct. evidence, however, against the genuineness of the 
passage is very weighty, and can scarcely leave any doubt that 
it is an intrusion, though of an early date, since it is recognised 
by Origen and the Eusebian canons. If spurious, it cannot be 
actually termed an instance of assimilation, because, though the 
application of the prophecy is recorded elsewhere (Lu. xxii. 37), 
yet the occasion and manner are altogether different from the 
present. But in that application, made prospectively by Jesus 
himself, may be seen the cause of its intrusive appearance in 
another place. 





MARK XVI. 9-20. 


The criticism of the text of the New Testament is to a con- 
siderable extent engaged on matter of which the genuineness is 
questioned, but which is very fragmentary in shape, ranging from 
a single word to a single clause. In the present instance, how- 
ever, an entire paragraph is the subject of discussion, the question 
being, whether it forms a part:of the orig ginak Gospel, or is a 
subsequent supplement by another hand. 


pw 
v 
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It cannot be imagined that the Evangelist formally brought his 
narrative to a close at the end of the eighth verse with the words 
éfoBodvro yap. If, therefore, the passage in question is spurious, 
either the Gospel was never completed, or its conclusion perished, 
by some peculiar accident, previous to transcription. If such 
were really the case, a supplement was furnished at an early 
period, for the nineteenth verse is cited by Ireneus as a portion 
of this Gospel (Heer. iii. 11). 

If the question were to be decided by a mere enumeration of 
MSS. the evidence would be overwhelming in favour of the 
authenticity of the passage. But this summary method would 
ignore various points most material to a correct view of the real 
state of the case. 

B alone exhibits a bare termination at the eighth verse. L, 
after that verse, adds the following supplement, prefacing it with 
the words ¢éperat rrov kal tabra, a form of expression sufficiently 
intimating that the matter is not vouched for as genuine: wavtTa 
8é Ta Tapynyyedpéva toils wept tov Ilérpov cuvtopas é&njyyernav. 
poeta S& TadTa Kal avtos 6 Inoots amo avaronhs Kal dyps S0cews 
éEarréoteire St avTOv TO iepdv Kal &pOapTov Kipvypma THs aiwviou 
ceTnpias. This supplement is also found in 274, and the margin 
of the later Syriac. L next subjoins the passage in question, with 
a prefatory clause of the same import as the former: gow 8é Kal 
Tadra Pepopeva peTa TO EpoBodvTo yap. The evidence, therefore, 
of this MS. is in fact adverse. It may also be remarked, that the 
author of the supplement preserved in it was either unacquainted 
with the present termination of the Gospel, or, deeming it spurious, 
thought himself at liberty to furnish one of his own. Certain 
copies of the AXthiopic also give both conclusions. 

In two MSS. the passage is marked with asterisks, and a con- 
siderable number exhibit it as excluded from the Eusebian and 
Ammonian divisions. 

The present is one of the places where something can be ascer- 
tained respecting the state of copies in remote times. This infor- 
mation is partly supplied by the scholia in several MSS., whose 
varying statements taken together are sufficient evidence of some 


amount of uncertainty attaching to the passage at the date of their 
composition. 
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The language, however, of several ecclesiastical writers not only 
carries the evidence higher, but is sufficiently explicit. Eusebius 
says that the accurate copies (ta dxpi8n Tov dvtvypddov) close 
the Gospel with the words, époSodvro yap; and, again, that this 
is the termination in nearly all the copies (cyeddv ev race obs 
avtvypapous) ; and one or other of these statements is also made 
by several writers besides, but especially by the critic Jerome, 
who affirms that the paragraph is wanting in nearly all the Greek 
MSS. (omnibus Grecie libris pene). Now, if it were even certain 
that these statements describe the evidence of MSS. only so far 
as it fell under the observation of the individuals, still they show 
a condition of that evidence very different from that which exists 
at the present day. A circumstance has been thus ascertained 
which materially affects the present question, if it be not rather 
the most material of all; and not only so, but it has an important 
bearing upon the criticism of the New Testament in general, 
because it shows that documentary testimony as a whole has been 
lable to fluctuation, a fact which must be taken in abatement 
of the force of mere numerical preponderance at the present day 
in any particular instance; a circumstance on which so much 
stress has frequently been laid. 

The passage is supported by the versions, except the Arme- 
nian, and the Old Latin in a single copy (4), which exhibits 
a termination of similar purport with that contained in L and 272 
already cited. 

Patristic authorities are divided, Ireneus and Tatian being the 
only positive witnesses before the third century. 

The portion is of sufficient length to admit of being tried on 
internal grounds, as exhibiting similarity or discrepancy of style 
and language with the rest of the Gospel. It certainly contains a 
considerable proportion, relatively to its limited extent, of words 
and expressions occurring now for the first time in this Gospel ; 
but on several of these it would be unreasonable to insist, as being 
terms uncalled for elsewhere: others are material, as the following. 

Instead of porn ca8Barou, v. 9, the term for the first day of 
the week is just before, v. 2, as also in every other place (Mat. 
xxvii. 1; Lu. xxiv. 1; Jno. xx. 19; Ac..xx. 7; 1 Cor. xvi. 2), 
the peculiar Hebraism pia caBBdror. 
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The employment of dard, v. 9, is not only at variance with the 
practice of this Evangelist, whose term is é« with reference to the 
ejection of unclean spirits, but is especially remarkable, because 
St. Mark himself presents a contrast on this point with St. Matthew 
and St. Luke, who always employ the former preposition with the 
exception of one passage (Lu. iv. 35) where both occur (Mat. 
xii. 43; xvii. 18; Lu. viii. 2, 29, 33, 35, 38; xi. 24).- Oedowas 
is used twice (vs. 11, 14) but not elsewhere, though employed by 
the other Evangelists. It is remarkable, that so common a term 
as the simple verb ropevouas is unknown to the rest of the 
Gospel, but occurs three times in this portion (vs. 10, 12, 15). 

With respect to the matter it may be observed, that the clause 
ad’ ts éxBeBAjKe érrd Saspovia is oddly appended for the first 
time to the name of Mary Magdalene after a threefold mention 
within the compass of a few verses. There appears, too, through- 
out the passage a defect of easy coherence, the natural result 
of a compression of borrowed materials. 

It now remains to observe, that, if some difficulty attends the 
idea of the Gospel being left unfinished when so near its com- 
pletion, the same is also the case with the supposition, that the 
passage, though genuine, was designedly suppressed by some who 
were unable to reconcile all its contents with the statements of 
the other evangelists; because such a supposition includes the 
highly improbable circumstance of such persons being blind to 
the fact, that an entire suppression was impossible and a partial 
one of no avail; and, further, because such an object would have 
been more easily and safely pursued by means of some slight 
alteration than by the more violent process ; a process, too, to the 
adoption of which other places offered an equal temptation but 
show no traces of the attempt. 

Whatever judgment may be formed respecting the passage, 
the investigation is certainly important and interesting, both on 
account of the matter in question, and the peculiar features of the 
evidence. But even if it were necessary to reject it as spurious, 
there would be no historical loss, because, with the exception of 
one clause, itself of a suspicious complexion, «ay... . Brawn, 
the contents are all derivable from the New Testament. 

One important remark remains to be made. That the passage 
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was found in copies at a very early date is clear, as has already 
been observed. If then it were a spurious addition, the natural 
result of early intrusion would be, that the evidence descending 
to modern times would embrace an adverse portion sufficiently 
distinct in significance but narrow in extent. This, as has been 
seen, is the actual state of things; which, therefore, points unmis- 
takably in the direction of a spurious origin. On such a suppo- 
sition, too, the prevalence of the passage in the current text until 
it reached the extent which is visible at the present day, must 
have exhibited stages in advance with advancing time, and the 
glimpse obtained through Jerome and others shows that such was 
actually the case. 

Thus does the hypothesis of very early interpolation satisfy the 
body of facts in evidence, 
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LUKE IV. 5. 


> \ , > yay € \ 
Kai avayayov airov 6 diaBoros eis opos vinror, 
Ke TS 


_And the devil, taking him up into an high mountain, etc. 


The words 6 S:dé8odos are wanting in B, D, L, ete., e of the 
Old Latin, the Coptic, Sahidic, and Armenian versions; as also 
els 8pos tabndov in B, L, the Coptic, the Anglo-Saxon, and 
several important MSS. both of the Old and Hieronymian Latin. 

With regard to the latter words, it might be urged that their 
removal leaves language so incomplete and unmeaning as could 
hardly have proceeded from the Evangelist. But this peculiar 
appearance, when rightly viewed, is really a strong evidence of 
the genuineness of the shorter expression. 

A clear and lively impression of localities and details on the 
mind of a narrator is apt to betray him into an artless use of 
language imperfectly adapted, on the score of particularity, to 
persons differently circumstanced. Of this every-day life furnishes 
constant proof, and there are several striking instances in the 
Gospel narratives. 

One is at once supplied by a term which has just preceded, 
4 &pnwos, which, as it comes from the writer, is vague enough. 
St. Matthew’s term dv, and other external considerations, 
sufficiently show that it was an upland tract. This being the 
case, all at once becomes clear, for, in that case, the second 
temptation requires no change of scene, but simply the con- 
ducting of Jesus to some point overtopping the elevated district, 
a proceeding which finds a sufficient expression in the bare term 
avayayov, when once the subsisting locality —the already upland 
situation—is present to the mind; though a cautious and studied 
writer might have been more explicit. 

The effect of the words 6 dudBoros eis dpos inydov is to mark 
more strongly a step in the narrative, which would correspond 
to a broadly marked and independent stage in the entire transac- 


ON THE TEXT OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 55 


tion. But if there was no such demarcation present to the mind 
of the writer, he would be naturally led to express the simple and 
ready sequence of the second stage ofthe temptation by language 
such as the text exhibits when disencumbered of the words in 
question. In St. Matthew’s account, on the contrary, such demar- 
cation is strongly made by the insertion of the temptation which 
is here the third in order, and hence the necessity with him of 
corresponding language. 

The ancient evidence, cited above, authorises a reduction of 
the text to that form which, when rightly scanned, thus bears 
intrinsic marks of genuineness. 

In this way not only is intrusive matter removed, but there 
is restored to view a delicate indication of the true order and 
connection of events, which was otherwise overlaid and _ lost. 
Without this aid no decision can be made on the discrepancy 
between the two Evangelists; but in this light St. Luke appears 
to have given the real succession; and St. Matthew may be 
regarded as having adopted the other arrangement for the purpose 
of placing the most imposing temptation at the conclusion. 

Other debatable matter occurs in the common text of the 
present passage. The clause, dAX éml cravti piywate Oecod, is 
wanting in B, L, and the Sahidic, while a number of copies, 
supported by the Coptic and Aithiopic, insert the words éxzo- 
pevowévm Sia otowatos. The whole must be viewed as very 
doubtful. The clause, tiaaye omicw pov catava, is wanting in 
B, D, L, and several others, in nearly all the versions, Origen, 
etc. It must be discarded as an undoubted assimilation. 

The passage (vs. 3—8) when reduced would stand thus: ‘ And 
the devil said to him, ete. And Jesus answered him, It is written 
that man shall not live on bread alone. And conducting him 
upwards he shewed him, etc. And in reply to him Jesus said, 
It is written, Thou shalt worship, etc.’ 
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LUKE VI. 1. 


, , 
’ Eyévero 8€ év caBBar@ SevrepoTparTe, kK. T. X. 


And it came to pass on {the second sabbath after the first y 
a sabbath, | ete. 


The word Sevreporpét@, which has so much taxed the learning 
and ingenuity of commentators to determine its meaning, is want- 
ing in B, L, 1, 22, 33, 69, pr. man., 118, 157, 209, and has no 
representative in b, ¢, e, f sec. man., of the Old Latin, the Peshito, 
Ethiopic, Coptic, ete. 

It might be argued against this adverse evidence, that there 
was a disposition or at least no unwillingness on the part of tran- 
scribers and translators to make riddance of a difficult or unintelli- 
gible term, and hence its absence from existing documents. But 
it should be remembered, that, if the word be a reality and origi- 
nally in the text, its meaning, since in that case it must have 
been borrowed from something in the Jewish calendar, would 
have been traditionally known from the first, and the presumed 
difficulty would hardly have existed. 

Still, if the spuriousness of the word is to be maintained, some 
cause must be suggested for its introduction into the text; and 
here it is important to observe the existence of two other readings, 
Sevtép@ mpaTe and devtép@. This would point to an origination 
of the strange term in a fusion of two marginal words mpeT@ 
and devtép@, which might be at first distinct glossarial appen- 
dages to the bare term ca®Sdrtq@, expressive of certain relative 
positions in time ascribed to that particular day in the view 
of the respective glossarists. That the narrative is such as to 
provoke speculation and give rise to difference of view, is evident 
from its want of precision in marks of time, and also from discre- 
pancy, since the event which is presently described as occurring 
on another sabbath, appears clearly in St. Matthew’s account, 
and apparently in that of St. Mark, as taking place on the same. 


a al Dib ei tibial 
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A difficulty presented by a particular reading affords in general 
a presumption in favour of its genuineness; but this rule must not 
be pressed when the difficulty rests with a word which may, as in 
the present case, be resolved into a mere figment, the offspring 
of accident. 





LUKE VI. 26. 


ze eon oS a Cees + td e 
Ovat vpiv orav Karas vas elwoL TravTes ot 
yay 
avépwrot. 


Woe unto you when [all| men shall speak well of you! 


ITdvres is wanting in D, F, L, 8S, V, 4, and a considerable 
number of others, and has nothing answering to it in the Syriac, 
Vulgate, Aithiopic, etc. It is supported by A, B, E, K, M, P, 
Q, U, X, etc, the Old Latin, three principal MSS. of the Hiero- 
nymian Latin, and other versions, Irenzeus, Chrysostom, ete. 

The evidence is fairly conflicting, as being completely mingled, 
for neither side can appropriate antiquity or a particular class of 
authorities; but the decision is practically unimportant, for the 
expression of dv@pwrrot signifies, in virtue of the article, people in 
the bulk—the world—and, therefore, the addition of mdvreg is 
of little or no moment. The word may well have been originally 
a marginal addition for the purpose of making the sense doubly 
safe ; but, in that case, its currency as a part of the text was of 
early date. 
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LUKE XI. 2-4. 


THérep NM@V, O ev Tos ovpavois, ayracOnrw TO 
dvoua aov: €AOeTo 7 Baorreia cou yer nro 0 
Dern pe aov os ev oupave Kal emt T™S ys’ Tov 
opTOV mpav TOV emLovovoy didov 7 mp To Ka 7 THE 
pay: Kal aes mpiy Tas dpuaprias POV, Kal yap 
avrot cabiewev Tavrt opethovre POY" Kal Hn eloe- 
veyKns mpas eis TELPAT MOV, GAA pica Nuas Gro 
TOU TOVNpov. 


[Our] Father [which art in heaven,| Hallowed be thy 
name. Thy kingdom come. { Thy will be done, as in heaven, 
so in earth]. Give us day by day our daily bread. And 
forgive us our sins; for we also forgive every one that ts 
indebted to us. And lead us not into temptation; [but 
deliver us from evil]. 


In discussing the genuineness of the doxology, Mat. vi. 13, it 
was shown that the Lord’s Prayer, as there recited, possessed in 
its own peculiar circumstances an intrinsic safeguard against the 
disappearance of a genuine portion of its text from any number 
of current copies. And this must be also true of its record in 
another Gospel. 

Yet, if the common form of the present passage be the true 
one, this has actually befallen it in three several places, consisting 
each of an entire clause. The first, 6 év Tots odpavois, is wanting 
in B, L, 1, 22, 33, 57, 1380, 346—of which, also, L alone has 
juav—the Vulgate, etc., and the fact is also noticed in the 
scholia of certain MSS.; the second, yevnO7jTo ... . ys, in B, L, 
1, 22, 130, 346, the Syriac (N), ff of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, 
the Armenian, etc.; the third, adda . . . . ovnpod, in B, L, 1, 22, 
57, 130, etc., the Vulgate, the Armenian, ete. 

If the improbability of a triple omission by accident is very 
great, neither can the absence of these clauses be assigned to wil- 
fulness on account of awkward discrepancy from the other Evan- 
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gelist; for they show, on the contrary, an exact resemblance, in 
contrast with the partial variations of the remaining part. But 
if the form given in one Gospel was originally shorter than in 
another, this is, of all such parallels, the one where influence 
in the way of assimilative accretion on the briefer recital would 
be most certainly and powerfully exercised. 

The conclusion to be drawn is, that the Lord’s Prayer as given 
in this Gospel can only be allowed to stand in the CUEBIEE form 
in which it was read oy Origen. 

Ilatep, dytacOjTrwo To dvoud cov’ édOérw 4) Bacinela cov’ Tov 
dptov huav tov émvovovov SiSov juiv ro Kal’ jypépav Kal ddes 
nei TAS dwaptias Huadv, Kal yap avdTol adlewev TravTt ddetrovTt 
Huiv’ Kab mi) ciaeveyKns Huds els TeLpac por. 

If it-be asked, why was not the assimilation completed by the 
addition of the doxology? it is enough to reply, that that spurious 
clause had not obtained a fixed form or a general currency at a 
sufficiently early period to be used in that way, together with the 
genuine matter borrowed from the other Gospel. 

Besides, it is the fuller form of that Gospel that would be 
adopted for liturgical usage, and on it alone would liturgical 
influence operate. The absence of such an appendage in this 
place is rather an argument that the shorter form is here original, 
because, being less full, it would not be preferred for private or 
public use, and, accordingly, would not attract to itself an arti- 
ficial complement devised for that use alone. 

The clause, éX0érw TO dryvov Trvedud cov ép’ Huds Kal Kabapt- 
odtw jpas, which Gregory Nyssene and Maximus say proceeded 
from this Evangelist instead of the words é\Oérw 1) Bactrela cov, 
is clearly an expository scholium on this latter. It is as old at 
least as Tertullian, and must have met with that favour at the 
hands of transcribers which was so liberally bestowed on amplified 
forms. 
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LUKE XI. 48. 


oY > X \ > , > \ e a \ > 
Ort avdrot pev améxretvay avrous, ves O€ 0iKodo- 
Lal lat > Lal 
HELTE QUTOV TA pLYNMELa. 


For they indeed killed them, and ye build [their sepulchres]. 


The genuineness of the words atT@y Ta muynueia is a matter 
of question. 

On their removal the sentence undoubtedly presents at the 
first view an appearance of unusual abruptness. Still that abrupt- 
ness is not of a really unusual sort, but is produced by a process 
frequently adopted in keen or stern language, namely, a sup- 
pression of the objects of verbs, when they have been previously 
mentioned or may be readily understood, the effect of which is 
a dry and cutting manner of address. Examples of this usage 
may be seen 1 Kings xxi. 19; James iv. 2. 

Besides the reading of the common text the following also are 
found, aitav Ta pynyata, aditav Tos Tddpous, and Tods Tadous 
avtov, this last being also placed in some copies before oixodopeire. 
This fivefold shifting of shape-is alone sufficient to impair a con- 
fidence in the genuineness of the words in question. They are 
altogether omitted in B, D, L, and by the Old Latin in a, 8, z, J, 
while e has the words vos autem gloriamini. 

It appears, then, that the shorter reading has in its abruptness 
a significance and propriety of its own, but at the same time 
would, if genuine, be strongly provocative of a supplementary 
gloss; and that a glossarial origin is strongly indicated by the 
shifting shape of the matter itself, and is further evidenced 
directly by its absence from authorities few indeed but weighty. 
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LUKE XIV. 5. 


, e a ay Xx a , > a ‘ 
Twos vpav ovos 7 Bods cis hpéap ewrecetrat, k.T. A. 


Which of you shall have an [ass ¥ son] or an ox fallen into 
a pit, ete. 


The common reading évos is found in K, L, X, etc, supported 

by the Old Latin in all copies but two, the Vulgate, Coptic, 
4Ethiopic, and Armenian. The reading is therefore an ancient 
one. 
But vids is the reading of A, B, E, G, H, M, 8S, U, V, 4(A 
and U prefixing the article), and a great number besides, and 
is represented in both Syriac versions, e and f of the Old Latin, 
the Sahidic, etc. 

The expression produced by this latter reading could hardly 
fail to be generally viewed as strange. But this circumstance 
would rather add force to the testimony of its wide prevalence 
in the mass of MSS. It must, however, be further remarked 
upon it, that it quite destroys the reasoning a fortiori from the 
brute creation to a human subject—a mode which is prominently 
used on other similar occasions (xiii. 15, 16; Mat. xii. 11, 12)— 
but, more than this, it actually throws the stress of the argument 
on the wrong side, by supposing a case where the motive for 
a formal breach of sabbath strictness is as valid as can well be 
conceived, namely, the overpowering law of natural affection. 

These considerations are at least a bar to a summary rejection 
of the common reading, even in the face of a preponderating mass 
of documentary evidence. 

IIpo8arov is the reading of D alone. Should this be regarded 
as the bold remedy of some one who was staggered by vids and 
knew nothing of dvos ? 

Mill conjectured dus, a word little likely to be found in such 
a place. 
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LUKE XVI. 9. 


g ld 
Iva, orav éxrXtrnrte, O€Ewvrat, k. T. X. 


That, [when ye fail X when tt shall fail,| they may receiwe 


you, etc. 


In support of the common reading éxAlanrte or éxelarnte — for 
the difference is practically immaterial, and the evidence of the 
generality of MSS., on account of the habitual confusion of « and 
et, equally so—there are cited E, F, G, H, K, M, P, 8, U, V, 4, 
and many others, the Vulgate, etc. The rival reading é«Adry 
or éxAelmrn is supported by A, B, D, L, X, and others, the Old 
Latin in a, e, J pr. man., the Coptic, Aithiopic, Armenian, etc. 

Evidence thus strongly ranged on either side would forbid 
a positive decision. Ifthe words, fugati fueritis, in Irenzus are 
to be taken as testimony in favour of the common reading, its 
antiquity is established ; though on this point the existing docu- 
ments which oppose it have the advantage. There is nothing 
in the nature of the variation that poimts to any other than a 
purely accidental origination ; and on consideration what might 
be the effect of accident in this case, it would appear more pro- 
bable that the shorter form was the offspring of the longer, than 
the contrary. On the other hand, the sense which é«dtan would 
bear, since waypeovds must be its subject, agrees with the other 
single occurrence of the word in this Gospel (xxii. 32). On the 
whole the balance is perhaps rather in favour of the common 
text. - 
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LUKE XVI. 25. 


if , 4 > Va \ Ng 53) U 
Texvov, pynoOnre ore amédaBes ov Ta ayaba cov 
9 a a \ ? oA \ v 
ev TH Con cov, Kat AaCapos opotws Ta KaKa. 


Son, remember that thou in thy lifetime receivedst thy good 
things, and likewise Lazarus evil things. 


The pronoun of emphasis ov is wanting in D, G, H, and many 
others, and is not represented in the Vulgate, the Old Latin 
except 6, the Peshito, Coptic, Sahidic, AZthiopic, Armenian, and 
Slavonic. A places it after cov. It is also omitted by many 
Fathers. It is supported, however, by B apparently, E, F, K, M, 
DS; Uy VV, &, 4, ete, | 

Notwithstanding this conflict of evidence, there need be no 
hesitation in regarding the word as intrusive, as a hasty and ill- 
_ judged addition made for the sake of marking by words an oppo- 
sition between the two persons, which really existed, but the 
expression of which is out of place and mischievous, as standing 
in the way, and thus weakening the force, of the emphatic point 
of the sentence, centered in the single term azéAaBes. That 
point is the circumstance of a receipt in full (dzroNaBeiv) in either 
case, of good and ill respectively. 

The adoption of the lively ode, instead of de, is abundantly 
authorised by an overwhelming mass of authority. Critical hands 
are well employed in removing corruptions, however slight, 
which may in the least degree impair the force and beauty 
of this wonderful parable. 

‘Son, remember that thou hast received thy good things in thy 
lifetime, and Lazarus in like manner his ills: but now is he thus 
comforted, while thou art tormented.’ 
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LUKE XVIL. 9. 


A U a la , > , o > ‘ \ 
My xapw exer To Sovr@ Exeivp oTt emoINoE Ta 
7 om n 
duataxOevTa avtT@; ov OoKe. 


Doth he thank that servant because he did the things that 
were commanded him? TI trow not. 


The words, od Sox, in which Jesus here appears to reply 
to his own question, are wanting in B, L, X, 1, 28, 118, 131, 157, 
a, e, of the Old Latin, the Coptic, Athiopic, Armenian. 

It may be remarked, that since the tone and drift of the 
question are fully marked by the prefixed particle 7, these words 
are in fact unnecessary ; that this abates the likelihood of their 
having proceeded from the writer, but at the same time would 
be no bar to the officiousness of glossarists, whose propensity was 
rather to overdo and to make assurance doubly sure. 

There are good grounds for expunging éxeivm and avT@; and 
it is probable that the Evangelist simply wrote, ui) ydpw eye TO 
SovA@ Stu érroince TA SvataxOévTa; oT Kal bets, K.T.r. ‘Is 
he thankful to the servant because he performed his commands ? 
Likewise ye too, etc. 








LUKE XVII. 36. 


Avo éoovra ev TH ayp@, 6 cis TaparnPOncerat 
Kal 0 €repos aeOnoerat. 
[ Zwo men shall be in the field; the one shall be taken, and 
the other left. | 


This verse is supported by D, U, and many others, by the Old 
Latin, except that 7 places it before v. 35, e has nothing answering 
to the words cai 6 ér. ad., and g! altogether omits it, by the 
Vulgate, Syriac, Armenian, etc. 

On the other hand, it is wanting in all the uncial MSS., except 
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the two just cited, and in a considerable number besides, as also 
in the Coptic, Ethiopic, Gothic, etc. 

It is quite possible that the passage may have been lost by 
oversight on account of the homeoteleuton; but, independently of 
external evidence, it is far more likely, from the strong tendency 
to assimilation everywhere manifested, that it was an artificial 
addition, deriving its matter from the parallel place (Mat. xxiv. 
40, 41), and conformed in its expression to the immediate con- 
text. With this probability there combines, as has been already 
seen, an overbearing preponderance of the most important MSS., 
the versions being nearly balanced. With respect to its principal 
supporter D, it should always be remembered, that its marked 
character in the way of interpolation renders its testimony feeble 
in a case like the present, though it gives special force to its 
evidence whenever it is given on the negative side. 





LUKE XXII. 43, 44. 


One of the most curious questions with which the criticism 
of the New Testament is concerned relates to this passage, more 
especially because its absence from copies was long ago directly 
ascribed to wilful tampering arising from dogmatic motives, and, 
indeed, cannot well be assigned to any other cause if it be 
genuine. 

In the first place, it is recognised in the dialogue with Trypho, 
by Irenzus and Hippolytus, not to mention later writers, and 
thus the fact of its currency in the text at a remote period is at 
once fairly established, whether it was rightfully a part of it or 
not. 

The statement of Hilary, that it was wanting et in Grecis et 
in Latinis codicibus complurimis, is strong, and would be most 
important, if reliance. could certainly be placed on it as the 
expression of accurate personal observation. Jerome’s authority 
on such a point is unimpeachable, and his expression, though 


differently cast, is equally strong to the same effect with the 
6 
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preceding, noting its occurrence in quibusdam exemplaribus tam 
Grecis quam Latinis. The charges advanced by Photius and 
Nicon, against the Syrians and Armenians respectively, of wilful 
suppression, may be allowed to pass as evidence of the simple 
circumstance of the absence of the passage from current copies 
in those parts of Christendom: and the same may be said of other 
similar statements. More than this cannot be granted to them, 
when it is remembered that polemical accusations were made in 
those times —as in others—without assurance of their truth, and, 
it is to be feared, with little concern about it. 

It will be necessary now to pass to the evidence of existing 
documents. 

The passage is altogether wanting in A, B, 124, in the Sahidic, 
in one copy (f) of the Old Latin, and one of the Coptic. In 69 
it finds its place after Mat. xxvi. 39; and the same is the case in 
some Evangelistaria, with a previous insertion of John xiii, 3—7 
after v.20. In 13 the transcriber appears, for some reason or 
other, to have checked his pen after the words d66n 88, leaving 
the rest to be supplied in the margin by a later hand ; wishing, 
perhaps, to intimate thereby the occurrence of such a passage at 
that place, but, at the same time, its spuriousness or doubtful 
character. It is marked with asterisks or obeli in E, S, V, A, 
24, 36, 123, 161, 166, 274, 344. 

The Ammonian and Eusebian notation is not attached to it 
in L, but it has the latter in M, etc. — 

A scholium in 34 notes that some copies did not contain Td 
mepl TOV OpopBov. t 

On the other hand, the passage is found in the mass of MSS. 
and versions. 

On a review of what has preceded, it must be observed that, 
while the passage was read in the text by very early writers, the 
language of Jerome, to the effect that it was found only in quibus- 
dam exemplaribus, would imply a decided preponderance in his 
time of documentary evidence against it, a state of matters which 
could not have been a thing of sudden growth. There are, also, 
other clear indications of an absence from current copies to some 
extent or other. 


Of existing documents a few ancient authorities are directly 
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adverse, and some others offer unfavourable testimony of a slighter 
kind, but the preponderance on the other side is great. 

By way of accounting for its absence thus much may be safely 
said, that certain dogmatic notions would tend to an inclination 
to make riddance of it. Epiphanius does not shrink from affirming 
that such an operation had been actually performed by orthodox 
hands. But if, in further argument for its genuineness, the ques- 
tion be asked, from what spurious source such matter could have 
been borrowed and intruded on the text; such a suggested diffi- 

culty may be met by pointing to those narratives of various 

passages in the life and actions of Jesus which soon became 
current, and furnished materials for the memoirs alluded to by 
this Evangelist (J, 1). 

That the place had not escaped intrusive corruption, appears 
from the words of Epiphanius, to the effect that even the term 
éxXavoe was read in unsound copies. 

If it would be a bold step to pronounce the passage spurious— 
one on which no critic appears to have ventured—still a due 
regard to evidence will not allow it to stand clear of doubt. 





LUKE XXII. 64. 


\ 4 Deess By b) a \ / 
Kat wepikadvwavres avrov, eTUTTOV aUTOV TO Tpo0o- 
> / su BX 7 
@TOV, Kal ETNPOT@Y aUTOV, A€yovTES, K. T. X. 


And when they had blindfolded him, they [struck him on the 
face, and| asked him, saying, etc. 


This account as it stands in the common text is complete in 
details, in which respect it is in contrast with those of the two 
preceding Evangelists, the former of which makes no mention 
of the blindfolding, and the latter none of the prophetic answer 
required. 

But doubt is raised respecting the words érumtov aitod To 
mpocerov Kal, the removal of which would leave the circum- 
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stance expressed by them to be gathered from the question, tis 
éoTw 6 maicas ce, unless the preceding term dépovtes be viewed 
as conveying it. 

That such a form of the text is not an unlikely one, is clear 
from the facts already noticed in the parallel places. Besides, 
it is not easy to detect anything that might cause accidental 
omission; and the existence of another shape of the disputed 
clause in D and elsewhere, namely, wepix. adtod TO mpocwrov 
éruTToy avTov Kal, is a suspicious circumstance. 

The words in question are wanting in B, K, L, M, and J, ¢, 
ff; 2, of the Old Latin. They can hardly be viewed as genuine. 


LUKE XXIII. 34. 


e 3 a le / a“ \ 
O d€ ‘Inaovs édeye: Harep, aes avrois: od yap 
oldact Ti ToLovet. 


[ Then said Jesus, Father, forgive them; for they know not 
what they do.| 


Whatever may be the unwillingness to view these memorable 
words as open to the slightest doubt, still it is necessary to state 
the evidence which has that tendency. 

The passage is wanting in B, D pr. man., and two others, the 
Old Latin in a, b, d, a copy of the Coptic, and the Sahidic. 
There is also some variation in its form, Kvpzos being the reading 
of Q, eizrev of A, K, M, etc., and wdrep being wanting in A. 

This evidence is sufficient at once to establish the fact of its 
absence from copies, to some extent or other, in ancient times. 
That it was also found in the text at an early period is equally 
clear from the circumstance, that Irenzeus in one place (iii. 18) 
has a distinct reference to it, and in another (iii. 20) cites the 
very words of the prayer. 

It must at the same time be admitted that there is nothing 
in the outward shape to point to the probability of an accidental 
oversight; and yet, if the passage be genuine, its absence from 
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copies could have arisen only from accident, for there is nothing 
in its purport to excite a dogmatic inclination to its suppression. 

It is clear that the passage cannot have grown from the context 
nor from any parallel place; if, therefore, it were certain that it 
is spurious, it might be reasonably viewed as having originally 
noted a traditional, but true, circumstance, being thus well fitted 
to obtain an early and firm footing in the text itself. 





LUKE XXIV. 1. 


rad Q cad a , Y / 3 
L. 1 O€ pla TOV caRBarev opOpov Babeos nAOov 
N a fA é e ip 3 7 , 
ETL TO pH Ua Pepovoeat a NTOimacay apopata, Kal 
TIVES JUV aUTaIS. 


Now upon the first day of the week, very early in the 
morning, they came unto the sepulchre, bringing the spices 
which they had prepared, [and certain others with them]. 


The last clause, xal.... adtais, is wanting in B, C pr. man., 
L, etc., the Old Latin in all copies except f, the Vulgate, Coptic, 
4Ethiopic, Dionysius of Alexandria, Eusebius, and Augustine. 

The words certainly wear the appearance of an officious addition, 
intended to help the Evangelist to exact consistency; for, if those 
women alone brought the spices who had witnessed the burial 
on the preceding evening, which is the strict meaning of this 
verse when the clause is withdrawn, their number was very small 
(Mat. xxvii. 61; Mark xv. 47), and, therefore, at variance with 
the larger company implied in the words cal ai Noval avy avrais 
(v. 10). The words in question come to the rescue from this 
immaterial inconsistency, which involves nothing more than a 
very simple looseness of language, and they thus encounter a 
suspicion of a meddling appendage. 

There need not be much scruple in rejecting the clause. 

The word dpepara is also wanting in D, in several copies of 


the Old Latin, and the Sahidic. 
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LUKE XXIV. 12. 


‘O 6€ Ilérpos avacras eSpapier € ml TO HUT [ELOY 
kat mapaxvyas Bremer Ta d0ova _Keipeva, pova’ Kal 
amnrbe mpos EavTov OavpaCav TO yeyovos. 


[ Then arose Peter, and ran unto the sepulchre: and stoop- 
ing down, he beheld the linen clothes laid by themselves, and 
departed, wondering in himself at that which had come to 
pass. | 


This entire verse is wanting in D, in a, 6, e, J of the Old Latin, 
and is not recognised by the Eusebian canons. The Jerusalem 
Syriac puts it in the margin. 

This range of adverse evidence is certainly narrow; but it 
should be added, that’ in the ancient copies which contain the 
passage, A, B, and others, there are several variations of form, 
which are often the shiftings of a spurious growth. 

The passage rather interrupts the thread of the narrative. The 
transaction is the same as that described John xx. 3—10, but 
dissimilarity and discrepancy exclude the idea of the passage 
having been directly borrowed from thence. This independence 
of matter and words might be urged as an argument for its 
genuineness; but the force of such argument could only be 
derived from the assumption, that mutual influence of the Gospels 
is the sole source of intrusion. On the contrary, it is quite possi- 
ble that the passage might be a marginal addition, made by hands 
which the fourth Gospel had never reached, and noting a piece 
of tradition. 

In this instance there is occasion to recur to the remark, that 
in a case of very early intrusion the natural issue of things would 
be, that among the more ancient of surviving documents there 


would occur adverse testimony distinct in expression but narrow 
in compass. 


ON THE TEXT OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. wi 


LUKE XXIV. 51. 


\ > if ssh UA 
Kai avedépero eis Tov ovpavov. 


[ And carried up into heaven. | 


This clause is omitted by D only, but the omission is supported 
by the Old Latin in a, 4, e, ff, 7. 

The clause too is one which might well have been wanting in 
the original narrative, but, in that case, could hardly fail to be 
supplemented in the margin. Hence it cannot be free from 
suspicion. 

There are other similar instances where D thus stands alone, 
especially Acts xvil. 18; xvii. 3. 
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JOHN I. 16. 


Kai &« rod mAnpoparos avrov jets Tavres €AG- 
Bopev. 
[And y For] of his fulness have all we received. 


The connexion of this verse is with the clause wA‘jpns yapuTos 
xa) GdnOelas (v. 14), to which it is plainly lmked by the expres- 
sion Tod wAnpomaros; and, whether xai or the various reading 
éru be taken as its opening particle, it contains the argument in 
proof of the proposition involved in those preceding words, drawn 
from the experience of the persons emphatically signified by the 
term %eis, in the circumstance of their own derived endowments. 
This connection is locally severed by interposing the statement of 
the Baptist’s testimony to the surpassing dignity of his successor. 
A. passage of a similar structure proceeding from this writer occurs 
in his First Epistle, v. 1—4, where the fourth verse contains the 
logical proof of the proposition laid down in the first clause of the 
first verse, and is introduced by 6rv, after a digression made in 
the two intervening verses. In this there must be recognised 
an argument in favour of the variation drs in the present place, 
drawn from the author’s practice elsewhere. 

The various reading is found in B, C pr. man., D, L, X, 33, 
supported by a, d, e, ff, of the Old Latin, the Coptic, Ethiopic, 
Armenian, and several Fathers. 

Without a careful noting of the true structure of the present 
passage, 670, if in the text, would wear a somewhat strange 
appearance, so that xa/ might be carelessly suggested and adopted. 
It does not, indeed, destroy the real connexion of the passage, 
and, as such, would not provoke any interpretation or substitution, 
such for instance as 67; but at the same time it fails to bring that 
connexion fairly into view, and in all probability did not proceed 
from the Evangelist. 
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JOHN I. 18. 


°O \ eN e nN 
MOVvOYEVNS ULOS, 0 MY, K. T. A. 


The only begotten | Son ¥ God], which is, ete. 


Here instead of vids there is encountered the remarkable varia- 
tion Geds, supported by B, C pr. man., L, 33, the Syriac, Coptic, 
Ethiopic, and various Fathers. These last, however, would 
probably be more disposed to give currency to so marked an 
expression, if it came in their way, than to scrutinise its claims to 
reception. What was the reading followed by Ireneus, Clement, 
and Origen, must be left an open question. 

The testimony of Theodotus and Arius in favour of eds might 
appear peculiarly strong on account of their respective dogmatic 
views. But it must be remembered with respect to the former, 
that, though his scheme was simply humanitarian in one aspect, 
this term was in perfect harmony with its Gnostic conceptions 
and subtleties (Clem. Alex. Op. p. 968). With respect to the 
latter it may be remarked, that, if he found no bar to his creed in 
the term povoyevns, neither would Oeds stand in his way. The 
evidence, however, of Theodotus at once shows that this reading 
was current at an early period. 

The common text, besides the mass of MSS., has the weighty 
support of the Nitrian Syriac Text, the Old Latin, and Vulgate. 

The variation vids tod Oeod clearly exhibits an accretion upon 
vids, and is thus an evidence in favour of it. The other, vids 
Geds, is important as serving to point to an origination of @eds as 
a deductive gloss upon the expression 6 sovoyevijs vids, becoming 
afterwards an accretion. 

It is possible that the Evangelist wrote no more than 6 povo- 
yevys, of which form there are some traces. The preponderance, 
however, of evidence, supported by the preceding considerations, 
requires that the common reading should be retained, without 
impeachment of the antiquity of its rival, and the weight of the 
few authorities which support it. 
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JOHN L. 28. 


n 2 et wd S / an? ig 
Taira ev BnOaBapa eyévero wépav Tov Topdavov. 


These things were done in |_Bethabara y Bethany| beyond 
Jordan. 


The reading BnOaB8apa is given by C sec. man., K, U, 22, 33, 
69, and many others, while By@avig is found in all the other 
~ uncial MSS. that contain the passage, and the great majority 
of the rest, as well as in nearly all the versions, and is the reading 
of Heracleon, Chrysostom, and other writers. 

Origen confesses that this latter was the reading of nearly all 
the copies; from which it appears that the aspect of the evidence 
has not been changed materially down to the present time. Not- 
withstanding, he expresses his conviction in favour of the other 
reading, denying with the authority of a local investigator the 
existence of a Bethany on the Jordan. This argument cannot 
but carry weight, whatever may be thought of others which are 
appended to it (Comm. in Johan. p. 130, ed. Huet.). Jerome is 
on the same side, and possesses a like authority as being per- 
sonally acquainted with the country. 

These considerations forbid an utter discarding of the common 
reading, notwithstanding the preponderance of the opposing 
evidence. It may also be remarked, that Bn@aBapa cannot have 
been an arbitrary alteration derived from the Septuagint, which 
represents 712 2 by Bas@npa or BaOBnpd. The question, 
however, is rather curious than important. 
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JOHN II 25; 


> , 93 , 5) a a > C 
Eyevero obv Gyrnow éx tov pabnrav ’Iwavvov 
Newb. U \ a 
peta Lovdaimv rept kabapiopod. 


Then there arose a question between some of John’s disciples 
and | the Jews y a Jew] about purifying. 


Instead of "Iovdaiwy, Iovdaiou is given by A, B, E, F, K, L, 
M, S, U, V, 4, and a large body of others, supported by both 
Syriac versions, and various Fathers. 

In support of the common reading there are cited G, H, 1, 13, 
69, etc., the Old Latin, the Vulgate, Coptic, Aithiopic, etc., and 
Origen. 

No other origin can well be conceived for this variation 
than accident in transcription; and preference must, therefore, 
be simply given to that reading in favour of which the evidence 
preponderates, namely, “Iovdaiov; though the weight of the 
versions lies on the other side. 

In this place Bentley and Markland were each independently 
led by the succeeding context to conjecture "Incov, taking, how- 
ever, peta “Incod to stand for peta tav palytav “Inood, an 
ellipsis requiring for its justification instances more closely perti- 
nent than those which were actually cited for that purpose (Mat. 
xxiv. 51; John vy. 36; 2 Cor. vi. 16). Conjectural ingenuity, 
however happy its feats have occasionally been in other quarters, 
has made but a sorry adventure on the New Testament; and to 
this the present instance is no exception. 

The appeal of John’s disciples to their master was probably 
caused by their having learnt incidentally, through the Jewish 
disputant, some particulars of the doings and success of Jesus. 
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JOHN V. 3, 4. 


Ey ravras KaTéKelTo TAOS TOAD TOV aobe- 
VOUVTOV, TUprar, XoAGY, Enpav, exdeXopeveov 7™y 
Tov voaTos Kaew. ayyenros yap KOTO Kaupov 
karéBacvev ev TH KodvpBnOpe, Kal erapagoe 70 
Bdep. 0 ovv mporos euBas pera THY Tapaxry 
TOU Bdaros, bys eyivero, @ Onmore KarelxeTo 
VOONMATL. 


In these lay a great multitude of impotent folk, of blind, 
halt, withered, [waiting for the moving of the water. For 
an angel went down at a certain season into the pool, and 
troubled the water: whosoever then first after the troubling 


of the water stepped in, was made whole of whatsoever 
disease he had. | 


The question which arises on this passage, relates to the genu- 
ineness of the portion éxdeyouévov . . . . voonmare. 

If an entire passage or clause is exhibited by different authorities 
with considerable variations of form, and presents, as a whole, a 
changeable and unsettled appearance, such a circumstance can be 
reasonably referred to only one cause, and lead to only one 
conclusion, namely, that the portion of text in question, even if 
not one existing copy entirely wants it, is a mere concretion of 
spurious matter. 

In the present instance, the clause éxdey.. . . eivnow, is wanting 
in A pr. man., L, 18; and the succeeding portion, dyyedos ... . . 
voojpatt, in D, 33, f, 1, being also marked with an asterisk in S, 
and many others. The clause 6 ody... . vooypare is obelised in 
the later Syriac; and the three, cata Kaupov, év TH xohupBrOpa, 
@....voonpatt, have nothing answering to them in a, d, ff, of 
the Old Latin, ete. 

Thus far alone the appearances are such as to realise the case 
which has been just supposed, and are, therefore open to the con- 
clusion attached to it, without the aid of further reasons. That 
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conclusion is, however, especially strengthened by the fact, that the 
entire passage in question is wanting in B, C pr. man., 157, 314, 
the Sahidic, and copies of the Coptic, and has nothing cor- 
responding to it in the metrical paraphrase of Nonnus. 

It will now be proper to look at the aspect which the narrative 
wears, when the disputed portion is omitted. The first thing 
that must strike a reader, is the absence of any assigned reason 
for the gathering of the sick folk around the pool, until, subse- 
quently, implication supplies some information on the point, in 
the answer of the impotent man (v. 7); whose words intimate 
thus much,—that the presence of himself, and, therefore, of the 
others, arose from a belief in a healing virtue immediately 
following upon a certain occasional stirring of the water. Now 
‘this is certainly not the form which the narrative would take at 
the hands of a careful and practised historian; but it is natural 
enough in an inartificial account, and would be one of several 
instances occurring in the Gospels, where the language is uncon- 
sciously made to reflect the writer’s familiarity with localities and 
scenes, rather than framed to meet the absence of that condition 
on the part of the general reader,—a circumstance, however, 
which is a vivid evidence of the ariless truthfulness of an eye- 
witness. 

If such were the original form of the text, there was a more 
than ordinary opening for marginal supplements. The clause, 
CKOn a ag xlnow, is the simplest form that such a supplement 
could well take, since it expresses no more than what is barely 
suggested by the succeeding context (v. 7). On this becoming, 
by intrusion, part of the text, the entire passage would take the 
shape in which it is seen in D. The clause, dyyedos ... . yoon- 
patt, supplies something more circumstantial. Its separate ad- 
rence to the text would give it the form under which it appears 
in A, L. The eventual addition of both together would produce 
the common reading of the passage. ‘ 

That such has been the actual process, there are strong reasons 
for concluding from the documentary evidence, even without 
regard to these internal considerations, which so curiously tally 
with the facts of the MSS. It may be remarked, too, that the 
supposition that the two clauses are independent glossarial supple- 
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ments, is supported by the circumstance, that, while one has 
Tapaynv, Kivnow in the other betrays a different hand. It should 
also be observed, that no mechanical causes can be discerned, 
which would lead to the accidental omission of the whole or part 
of the disputed portion. 

The entire portion, éxdeyoudvov .... voonpatt, may then 
safely be removed from the text: and if the resulting shape of 
the narrative be somewhat ‘peculiar, this peculiarity, when rightly 
viewed, is an evidence of the genuineness of the form. A clear 
impression of scenes and circumstances, tends, if a narrator is 
artless, to an unwitting scantiness of descriptive and explanatory 
detail for those who require it. Perhaps an instance of this is 
supplied by the very probable reading 1 éopt7 (v. 1); “ the 
feast” being that which was particularly present to the mind of 
the writer, as the one to which the preceding account of well 
remembered events had just brought him. In that case,  éopr7 
is probably Pentecost. 


JOHN V. 16. 


XN \ nm 27 > a x a 
Kai du rovro ediwxov ot “Jovdaio rov ’Inaobv 
X12 $7 SEN > cal oe 
kal e(nTouv avrov amoxretvat, OTL, K. T. A. 


And therefore did the Jews persecute Jesus, [and sought to 
slay him, | because, ete. 


It may be remarked of narrative writers, especially if their 
method be an unstudied one, that they frequently do not express, 
in their proper place, with full particularity, circumstances which 
presently clearly appear from the succeeding context. Here 
officiousness would readily step in with a supplement for such 
oversight or defect. 

An illustration of this would be furnished by the present 
passage, if the clause nal. ... dmoxreivas were removed; for the . 
following words, dia todro ody padrov &€. a. of I. ar. imply a 
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previous circumstance, which may be involved in the general 
term édiwxov, but is not precisely expressed. 

The clause in question is wanting in B, ©, D, L, 33, 69, etc.; 
the Old Latin in all copies except f, the Vulgate, Coptic, Arme- 
nian, the paraphrase of Nonnus, etc. 


It may fairly be regarded as a supplement, originating in the 
way which has been just described. 


JOHN VI. 22. 


> \ A id +S > 3 > na 3 Va 9 
Id@v ort TWAoLapiov GAAO OvK HY EKEL EL fy EV Els 
ean 2 € a 
0 eveBnoay ot paOnrai avTov, K. T. A. 
The people saw that there was none other boat there, save 
[that one wherein his disciples were entered \ one], etc. 


This case is precisely of the same kind as the last, as respects 
the clause efs 6....avTov, and admits of the same conclusion, 
the clause being wanting in A, B, L, etc., and a considerable 
number of versions. 





JOHN VII. 8. 


> \ x 3 / ’ x ¢€ \ iy 
Eye ovTw avaBaive eis THv EoprTny TauvTH. 


I go not [yet | unto this feast. 


The simple negative ovx, instead of ovzrw, is given BD K, M, 
and three others. This slender amount of MS. evidence is, 
however, strongly supported by the Old Latin in nearly all the 
copies, the Vulgate, Coptic, Ethiopic, etc., and by various 
ecclesiastical writers. 

The present is an instance calling for the exercise of that 
simple and important rule in criticism, that, in a conflict of 
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evidence, a reading which makes all clear, and smooth, and 
consistent, which does not challenge attention by difficulty or 
peculiarity, has less claim for acceptance than one of the opposite 
character. Now the intention expressed in the present passage, 
as it stands in the common text, is in complete accordance with 
the subsequent proceeding (vs. 10, 14): on the contrary, with the 
absolute negative, it has an appearance, at least, of inconsistency; 
so much so, that Porphyry, according to Jerome, drew from it an 
attack upon the character of Jesus. 

The incongruity, however, disappears when it is considered, 
that attendance at a festival was made with form and publicity, in 
associated companies, and often by anticipation of the exact time 
(xi. 55); and accordingly, one who made the journey os & 
KpuTT@, and appeared tis éopths wecovons, did not go up to the 
feast according to the established acceptance of the term. 

There is no need to regard ovmw as a wilful alteration: it is 
more likely to have been originally a marginal suggestion, just as 
Chrysostom interprets by the modifying additions, apt, we? 
UMOV. 


JOHN VII. 52. 


"Epevynoov kat ide, ore mpodyrns é« ris Tare 
Aalas ovK eynyeprat. 
Search and look: for out of Galilee [ariseth \ there has 
arisen | no prophet. 


On the word éyyyeprat, there is the variation éyelperat. Both 
readings are strongly supported; éyryepras by E, G, L, M, S, X, 
1, and many others, as well as the margin of the later Syriac; 
éyeiperas by B, D, K, the margin of 8, T, 4, and some others, 
as also by the principal versions, including those which express a 
future. Origen also appears to have read the same. The pre- 


ponderance on the score of the antiquity of the testimonies is in 
favour of the latter. 
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If attention be directed to the readings themselves, it must be 
observed, that éyzjyeprav has this peculiarity,—that it involves a 
statement of at least doubtful truth, though not the less likely, on 
that account, to be put forward controversially. The reasoning 
intended to be associated with the statement would be, that, as 
Galilee had been no cradle of prophets, it was least of all likely to 
send forth the Messiah. 

This peculiarity attending the reading éyyyeprac, would not 
tend to procure it a preference in case of a free choice between 
the two, nor would it be a comment of improvement or inter- 
pretation on éyeiperas. Such considerations should at least 
produce hesitation in discarding the common text. 


JOHN VII. 53.—VIII. 11. 


The question which arises respecting the spuriousness of this 
entire passage, is one of special interest, not only from its import- 
ance, but on account of singular points involved in the evidence. 

In the first place, there must be noted the circumstance of its 
shifting position. It is placed by one MS. after vii. 36 of this 
Gospel, at the end of it by at least ten, and at the end of 
Luke xxi. by four. Though none of these MSS. are of high 
antiquity, yet on this particular point their evidence is not 
impaired on that account. Now the several copyists that respec- 
tively first gave to the passage these various positions, must have 
encountered it in some detached state, which left them free to 
give it a location according to the judgment or fancy of each. 
But it is not easy to conceive a genuine portion of the Gospel 
narrative thus set adrift, to find a fresh lodgment as it may. 

Next, there is a remarkable variation of shape. One distinct 
phase or cast of the passage is exhibited by D alone; and in the 
other copies that contain it, the text fluctuates more broadly than 
to the extent of various readings, ordinarily so called, and seems 
to indicate the existence of two other shapes. | 

The passage is visibly wanting in B, L, T, X, 4, and more 
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than fifty others, besides lectionaries; and though A and C are 
here defective, its absence from them in their complete state is 
ascertainable by strict calculation, based on the uniform amount 
of matter in their pages. Of the mass of MSS. which contain the 
passage more than sixty stigmatise it with marks of suspicion. 

It is wanting in a, f, etc., of the Old Latin, in the Sahidic, the 
Gothic, and the best authorities of the Coptic, Armenian, and 
both Syriac versions. 

The commentaries of Origen ‘aia Chrysostom evince no know- 
ledge, or, at least, no recognition of this section: and the same 
may be said of Tertullian, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Cyril, Basil, 
and others. The paraphrase of Nonnus has nothing answering 
to it. Though the judgment of Jerome is in favour of it, and 
hence its place in the Vulgate, yet this is accompanied with an 
admission of its absence from many copies: and to the same 
purport are the scholia in various MSS. 

In the face of evidence thus varied and significant, the genu- 
ineness of the passage cannot be maintained. It may be regarded 
as having been originally a detached narrative, founded on a real 
transaction, and one of a probably numerous class that obtained 
more or less currency. Such a view agrees well with an air of 
strangeness, that, apart from the miraculous, is not observable in 
the other Gospel narratives. The cast of the story has an artificial 
look, as designed for effect. 

In this case, as elsewhere, recourse has been freely had, both in 
ancient and modern times, to the suggestion of wilful suppression. 
With respect to the likelihood of such a proceeding, opinions may 
vary; but one thing at least is certain,—that such a supposition 
will not serve, in the case of the present passage, to account for 
two principal facts of adverse evidence, namely, its shiftings of 
place and shape. 

It may be well to note the entire coherence of the narrative on 
the removal of this section, The scene has been transferred, and 
with it also the dispute about Galilee, from the populace to the 
conclave (vs. 45—52). This, however, implies no suspension of 
the discourse of Jesus with those about him; and the broken 
report of the really unbroken discourse is at once resumed after 
the digression by the words wddw ody, .7. 0. 
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JOHN VIII. 16. 


We AS / Ne € / Ca EN ’ , 
Kat eav xpivm d€ eyo, n Kpiow 7» eur adnOns 
5) ¢ 
EOTLY, OTL, K. T. A. 


And yet if I judge, my judgment is true: for, ete. 


Here, instead of dAnOjs, adnOwy is given by B, D, L, T, X, 
33, and Origen in one place. 

The reading supported by these important authorities gives a 
sense better suited to the context, which may be thus expressed: 
‘I judge no one. Yes (xal....6é), and if I were to exercise 
judgment, the judgment that I exercise, is a genuine one’ 
(avy )—not an idle, ineffective process, unworthy of the name 
—‘ because, etc.’ "AdnO7s, which would convey the idea of 
truthfulness and uprightness, is an epithet far less to the purpose 
in the present place, as involving a less direct and forcible anti- 
thesis to the statement, éy@ ov xplvw ovdéva. It probably crept 
in under the influence of the context (vs. 13, 14, 17).  ’AAnOwy 
is the reading of D in v. 14, and may be regarded as having 
sprung in the same way from the word in the present passage. 





JOHN VIII. 38. 


‘Eyo 0 Co) Edbpaka. Tape T@ Tarpl f0v, AaAG. Kal 
vpels ovv Oo EWPUKATE rapa TO TATpl ULOV,’ 
WOLELTE. 

I speak that which I have seen with my Father: and ye 
do that which ye have seen with your father. 


The following is the form in which this passage was read by 


Origen: éyo & éopaka Tapa TO Tatpl, NAde. Kal wets ovv a 


AKovoaTe Tapa To TaTpos, Toveire. A comparison of these two 
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forms at once leads to the remark, that, in the latter, the same 
person is necessarily signified by the terms 7@ mrarpi, and tod 
matpos, while, in the former, by the addition of the pronouns, 
two are presented, not only distinct but directly contrasted. By 
the term ipels, Origen understands the believing Jews (v. 31): 
and from the expression of é£etafowevot, which he applies to them, 
it would seem that he put an interrogative construction on the 
last clause, so that the sense would be, ‘ Are you too then per- 
forming what things you have heard from the Father?’ The 
other construction which the words will bear, is an imperative 
one, andi#he meaning of the passage may be given thus: ‘I for 
my part am speaking things which I have seen with the Father. 
Do you too then perform what things you have heard from the 
Father,’ whether by my mouth or otherwise. The address need 
not be restricted, as is done by Origen. 

The pronoun pov, is omitted by B, C, L, X, various versions, 
and Cyril: ipav, by B, L, etc.: the Ethiopic, Sahidic, and 
Cyril. The reading jxodcare rapa tod ratpos, is supported by 
B, C, K, L, X, 1, 13, 33, 69, etc., the Coptic, Sahidic, 4Ethiopic, 
Armenian, Gothic, and the margin of the later Syriac, by Cyril 
and Chrysostom. The immaterial variation, d, in both places, 
rests upon similar authority. 

If, on these grounds, this latter form be regarded as genuine, it 
may be considered that the first step'in the way of deviation 
would be an appending of tudy in the margin, under the influ- 
ence of the succeeding context (vs. 41, 44), and thus producing a 
discrimination of mratpos from watpi. The other principal varia- 
tion is the effect of self-assimilation. 
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JOHN VIII. 59. 


Inoois de Expupy kal e&ndOev éx Tod tepod, Sted- 
Oov dix mécov avraev, Kal raphyev odras. 
But Jesus hid himself, and went out of the teniple, | going. 
through the midst of them, and so passed by]. 


The entire clause, SseAOdv . .. . obTas, is wanting in B, D, the 
Old Latin except f, the Vulgate, Sahidic, etc. Variations of 
form are also exhibited both by MSS. and Versions. 

- It is an incongruous appendage, derived from Luke iv. 30. 


JOHN X. 38. 


SF an Q id é a Q 
Iva yore Kai mWioTevonre OT Ev E“ol 0 TaTHp, 
Ke TNs 


That ye may know, and believe, that the Father is in me, etc. 


Instead of micrevonte, ywooxnte is the reading of B, L, X, 
and four others, supported by the Coptic, Sahidic, and Armenian, 
Athanasius, Theodoret, and Hilary. 

On the adoption of the latter reading the sense of the passage 
might be given thus: ‘ Even if ye believe not me, believe the 
works, that ye may mark’ their nature and significance, ‘ and 
gather that the Father is in me and I in the Father.’ 

It is clear that mioredonte would be a ready gloss on yuwweoxnte ; 
but an opposite origination is not conceivable. The second verb 
is wanting in D, and a, 4, ¢, e, ff, J of the Old Latin. This 
absence, however, may have been caused by the similarity of its 
near neighbour yvare: otherwise it must have been viewed as 


doubtful. 
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JOHN XI. 41. 
*Hpav obv rov rior ob Hv o reOvnkas Kelpevos. 


Then they took away the stone [from the place where the 
dead was laid). 





The clause of ... xefwevos is wanting in B, C pr. man., D, L, X, 
and three others, as also in the principal versions, and it seems to 
have been unknown to Origen and Chrysostom. In the authorities, 
also, which contain it, it appears with some variations of shape. 

It may at once be regarded as spurious, and as an instructive 
instance of the propensity to append supplementary matter, wher- 
ever the text left even the slightest opening. 


JOHN XII. 7. 


Yj , \ £ yp a > ~ 
“Ades avrny: eis THY NMEpaY TOU EVTAPLag Lov 
pov TETHPNKEY AUTO. 


Let her alone: against the day of my burying hath she kept 
this. 


Another form of this passage is, apes adi iva eis TV 7. T. eV. 
pov Tnpion avTd; which, in the strict sense of the words, offers 
this incongruity, that it forbids interference with the execution 
of a design which had already been visibly executed. To this 
it would be sufficient to reply, that it is nothing more than 
a laxity of colloquial language, of which every-day speech would 
readily furnish examples. But it is rather an instance of a usage 
common with this writer, the employment of a clause of this 
grammatical form without any reference to its proper meaning 
of design, but simply to express a circumstance in the abstract 
(iv. 34; vi. 29). Accordingly, the sense of the passage under 
this form might be thus freely given: ‘ Let alone—do not censure 
—her reservation of the unguent against my burial rites.’ 

With the common reading all is smooth, and its purport cor- 
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responds with the parallel places. On this ground it must yield 
to the claims of its rival, the features of which are peculiar, if only 
this latter rests on good authorities. These are B, D, K, L, Oo xe 
etc., the Old Latin except f, the Vulgate, Coptic, LEthiopic, 
Armenian, etc. 

The common form of the passage may therefore be rejected 
without hesitation ; it betrays a hand busied in removing slight 
deviations from correctness and consistency, and belongs to a class 
which may be distinctively termed readings of rectification. 


JOHN XIII. 24. 


/ 5 , ig A 
Never obv rovt@ Lipov Hérpos wvOécOat ris av 
Yj \ @ 
ein Tepl ov EyeL. 


Simon Peter therefore beckoned to him, that he should ask 
who it should be of whom he spake. 


Another form of this passage, which cannot have arisen by 
accident, is the following: v. 0. r. 3. IT. cab Néyes ado, Eiré ris 
éorw tm. 0. X%. ‘To him then Simon Peter beckons and says to 
him, Tell us who it is about whom he is speaking.’ 

The language here put into the mouth of Peter assumes that the 
person addressed is already in possession of the required informa- 
tion, an assumption which the previous circumstances, so far as 
they are detailed, do not justify, and which the sequel shows to 
have been wrong. Still it might have rested on some slight cir- 
cumstance which is not recorded; and, in any case, its hastiness is 
only in keeping with lively and eager conversation, and especially 
with the character of the speaker. The formal incongruity, how- 
ever, thus appearing on the face of the narrative would be quite 
enough to catch the observation and excite the interference of 
those whose solicitude it was, at least in the margin, to rectify 
every the most slightly incongruous feature of the original text, 
and to append a supplement to every the slightest opening for 
such an operation. 
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In contrast with the appearance presented by the various read- 
ing is the considerate congruity of the common text, wvbécOau Tis 
a ely rept ov réyee. 

The case is of the same complexion as the last; and, as in that 
instance, in order to a decision in favour of the various reading, 
it is only necessary to cite weighty authorities: they are B, C, L, 
X, 33, several copies of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, Ethiopic, 
and several citations by Origen. The rendering interroga, found in 
some copies of the Old Latin, betrays a feeling of the peculiarity 
which marks the various reading, and is thus an indirect evidence 
in favour of that reading, and also of the origin of the common 
text. 

In the next verse a slight but lively feature of the narrative is 
lost by the absence of o¥rws; which must be restored on the 
authority of B, C, E, F, G, H, L, M, X, 4, etc., so that the 
clause will stand, dvamrecopy éxeivos ottas él oO otHOos Tod 
‘Inood, x. 7. . The usage is the same as in another place of this 
Gospel (iv. 6), and is best explained by a reference to Demosth. 
Mid. p. 553, 3 Phil. p. 122. 


JOHN XVI. 16. 


Muxpov kai od Oewpeiré je Kai madi puxpov Kat 
OweoOE je, OTL ey UTAYH Tpos Tov TaTépa. 
A little while, and ye shall not see me: and again, a little 
while, and ye shall see me, [because I go to the Father]. 


The clause 670... . marépa is wanting in B, D, L, the Old 
Latin in a, 6, e, ff, the Coptic, and Sahidic. 

The succeeding context (v. 17) shows that such a clause ought 
to be looked for: but since two of that kind have already pre- 
ceded (vs. 5, 10), its absence in this place from a few ancient 
authorities would seem to indicate an instance of that readiness in 
the furnishing of supplements and producing uniformities, of 
which the traces are so numerous. | 
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JOHN XVII. 11, 12. 


_Harep a aye, TH pyoov avrovs €V T@ ovopari gov 
ovs déoKas Ol, iva oow ev xablos pets. ore 
Tey per’ QUT@V ev 7? KOTH®, EY ETHPOUVY avTOVS 
€v TH ovomati gov: ods dédaxas pot, epvaAcka. 


Holy Father, keep through thine own name those whom 
thou hast given me, that they may be one, as we are. While 
LI was with them in the world, I kept them in thy name: 
those that thou gavest me I have kept. 


The clause tipncov.... jou presents a form, as respects the 
presence of avrovs, at variance not only with pure Greek usage 
but also with that of the writers of the New Testament, notwith- 
standing certain peculiarities in their use of adrés; and if there 
were no positive grounds for questioning the reading of any part 
of the clause, it would be necessary at least to recognise a per- 
plexing peculiarity. This necessity, however, is at once removed, 
not by any variation affecting avrovs, but by the simple restora- 
tion of the clause to a correct form in the substitution of 6 for ois, 
a reading supported by an overbearing confluence of authorities. 
In behalf of it there are cited A, B, C, E, G, H, K, L, M, S, Y, 4, 
and a considerable number besides, while D, U, X, and others 
exhibit 6, which is merely an instance of the interchange of 
o and » so prevalent among MSS. The amount of direct 
evidence is such as to put the reading @ beyond all reasonable 
doubt, and on this point nothing more need be said: still it may 
be remarked, that it cannot well be urged that 6 is only an arbi- 
trary riddance of an anomalous usage, since an intention of that 
kind would have found a readier remedy by expunging adrovs. 
The support for ots is mainly found in D, see. man., the Latin, as 
exhibited in the Vulgate text and several of its ancient docu- 
ments, and, among the Fathers, Epiphanius, Athanasius, Augus- © 
tine, and Leo. 

The same variation is again exhibited, at the next occurrence 
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of the expression ods dbédwxas (v. 12), by B, C, L, and a few 
others of less importance. But not only is even this evidence 
feeble compared with the body previously cited—an unlikely 
circumstance if both readings were genuine—but this is evidently 
a case to invite a venture on arbitrary assimilation. Such a step 
would further require the insertion of xat before épvAaka; and 
this companion reading is actually presented by the same group 
of documents—a close companionship which seems to betray 
kindred. 

The insertion of «al before jets is well supported by B, M, S, 
U, Y, and several others, as well as Latin authorities; though 
it may possibly be an artificial addition of a scarcely necessary 
emphasis. On the other hand, the words év 7@ xécp@ are omitted 
by B, C, D, L, and several versions and Fathers, and have also all 
the appearance of a gloss. 

The preceding considerations would lead to the following read- 
ing of the passage. 

ITdrep dye, thpnoov adbrods év TO dvouati cov @ dédaxds uot, 
iva Bow &v KaBas Kal tweis. Ste Hunv pet adTav, éy@ érypouv 
avrovs év TO dvopmati cou ods dédwxds pot, épvraEa, K. T. Dr. 

‘ Holy Father, keep them in thy name which thou hast bestowed 
on me, that they may be one just as we too are. When I was 
with them, I was keeping them in thy name. Those whom thou 
hast given me, I have guarded, etc.’ 

A similar question to the preceding arises at v. 24, where the 
variation 6 for os is found, resting mainly on the authority of 
B, D; a reading which adds force and spirit to the passage, but 
does not accord with the style of the Evangelist. 
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JOHN XVII. 21. 


"Iva mavres ev oot, Kabeos oD, TATED, x27 €{LOL 
Kayo €v Gol, iva Kat avTOL ev Hiv ev Bow. 


That they all may be one; as thou, Father, art in me, and I 
in thee, that they may also be | one| in us. 


The repeated word & is wanting in B, C pr. man., D, and has 
nothing answering to it in a, b, c, e of the Old Latin, in the 
Sahidic, and Armenian, 

On the one side it may be truly said, that the word might 
have been readily overlooked in transcription, especially as fol- 
lowing piv. 

On the other, the effect of its removal should be noted. This 
effect is to set in clear distinctness two things; one, a state barely 
expressed by a simple term (é); the other, a representation of 
that state under a different aspect, in its internal and essential 
condition. ‘I pray—that all may be one; that, just as thou, 
Father, art in me and I in thee, even they too may be in us.’ 

The word in question interferes with the distinct arrangement 
which has been just noted, and is probably an officious intrusion. 
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ACTS I. 25. 


on = a , N 
AaBeiy rov KAjpov ths SiaKovias TavTns Kat 
AaTOCTOANS. 


That he may take | part X the post| of this ministry and 
apostleship. 


Instead of «Afpov, térrov is the reading of A, B, C pr. man., D 
(rérrov Tov), the Vulgate, Coptic, Sahidic, etc. 

The common reading has certainly the appearance of a gloss, 
borrowed from the expression, Tov KAfpov Tis Svaxovias TavTyS, 
immediately preceding (v. 17), and resulting in a reading of 
assimilation, as well as producing a resemblance to other expres- 
sions (vill. 21; xxvi. 18). On the other hand, with regard to 
the common text, there is nothing in the reading itself, nor is 
there any external influence, to lead to so much as a gloss upon it. 

The question is not without its importance, because, if the 
various reading is adopted, it furnishes at once an interpretation 
of the language applied to Judas, ad’ 75 mapéBn mopevOjvar eis 
Tov TOTov Tov tosov; for, as the term Tézrov is here used, in the 
first instance, to signify position of personal condition, it must be 
taken in the same sense in the second; and thus the resulting 
meaning will be, that the traitor’s forfeiture had made him pass 
(sropevOjvar) to that which, in respect of his true character, had 
been all along his rightful and appropriate place (Tov tomov tov 
idcov), namely, without the apostolic pale. 
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ACTS II. 30. 


Rive 4 a oo > 7 e \ 3 a 
LOWS OTL OpK@ @MMOO EV QUT@® oO Oecos €K KAPTOVU 
lad > / > an \ \ , , XQ 
TS oadvos QuTOvU TO KaTa OaPKa aVAaTTNO EL TOV 

\ , 2A a / = 
AX pirrov kabioa emt Tov Opovov avrov. 
Knowing that God had sworn with an oath to him, that 


of the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh, he would 
raise up Christ to sit on his throne. 


The words 76 x. o. a. 7. Xpicrdv are wanting in A, B, C, D 
sec. man., the Vulgate, Coptic, Sahidic, Syriac, Aithiopic, Arme- 
nian, and various ecclesiastical writers. 

They have strongly the appearance of a gloss, giving a precise 
interpretation of the general terms under which the promise was 
originally conveyed, simply cited in that shape by the Apostle 
(2 Sam. vii. 11, 12; 1 Chron. xvii. 1O—12; Ps. lxxxix. 4). Some 
copies, too, exhibit only the words dvactjcew tov Xpiorov. 

The shorter reading, thus supported, may be taken as the true 
one; so that the sense of the passage would be as follows: ‘ Being 
then a prophet, and knowing that God had solemnly sworn that 
he would seat his offspring on his throne, he spoke in foresight 
concerning the resurrection of Christ, that he was not left, ete.’ 


ACTS III. 20. 


Kat amooreidn tov mpoxexnpuypévov vpiv ’Inoovy 
X picrov. 
And he shall send Jesus Christ, which before was | preached 
X appointed | unto you. 


Instead of smpoxexnpuypyévov, mpoxeyepiouévoy is the reading 
of A, B, C, D, E, and a considerable number of others, supported 
by various versions and writers. 
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The common reading may be regarded as a gloss upon mpoxe- 
xetpia evo, suggested by the following context, Mwos pév yap, 
k.T.%.—a mistaken view of connexion which also led to the 
intrusion of the undoubtedly spurious particle ydp, at a point 
where a new ground of argument and appeal commences (v. 22). 

The reading which is so strongly supported by external evi- 
dence, conveys the more forcible and complete idea of a person 
both before appointed for an advent of visitation, and also ever 
ready to execute that function, whenever the time should be ripe 
for the event. 


ACTS IV. 27. 


LuvnxOqoav yap émr aAnOelas emt Tov aytov Twaida 
cov ‘Incovv, x. T. X. 


For of a truth, against thy holy child Jesus, ete. 


After adnOeias, the addition év rH wéXet TavTyn is found in A- 
(70Xe cov), B, D, E, and more than twenty others, supported by 
the unanimous voice of versions, and a considerable number of 
ecclesiastical writers. ‘ For truly there were gathered in this 
city, ete.’ 

It might seem a piece of inconsistency, or an instance of pre- 
judice in favour of mere antiquity, to call for the admission of 
matter into the text on the evidence of those very authorities 
which are continually invoked for the contrary purpose. A con- 
sideration, however, is at hand to show that here too the ancient 
authorities must prevail. The practice of stichometry* was 
attended by this evil, that entire oriyou, such as év TH oder 
tauty, would be lable to be overlooked in transcription, especially 
when, as in the present case, one was not material to the sense, 
and several successive ones began with the same letter. The 


* Some account of this method may be seen in Davyidson’s Biblical 
Criticism, Vol. IT, chap. ii. 
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custom of recording the number of the ot/you at the end of 
a book would no doubt act as a safeguard, if only that machinery 
were constantly and accurately employed by copyists: but omis- 
sions arising from this particular cause would be transferred with- 
out chance of detection into transcripts where the stichometrical 
arrangement was not retained. 

When, therefore, a group of words which would be thrown 
into a otiyos, is wanting in later copies, its absence must be 
assigned to this particular cause, and it must be replaced in the 
text on evidence which ascends higher than the date of sticho- 
metrical influence; and thus a peculiar exception will be admitted 
to that general principle of criticism, according to which the 
shorter reading claims a preference. 


ACTS VI. 8. 


\ , 
Lrehavos dé wAnpyns Tiatews Kat Svvapews, K.T. X. 


And Stephen, full of | faith ¥ grace| and power, ete. 


On siotews the variation ydputos is the reading of A, B, D, 
and more than twenty others, supported by the Vulgate, Coptic, 
Sahidic, Armenian, etc., and various writers ; while E has ydp. 
Kah TT. 

On this evidence the variation claims the preference, the com- 
mon reading having probably been at first an interpretation of it, 
purporting that the grace by which the miracles were wrought 
was that of vigorous faith. 
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ACTS VIL. 37. 


Tpodyrny tpiv cvarrnoe Kipios 6 Ocos vpav ex 
Tov GdeAPdv buaY as Eué avTOD axovaecOe. 
A prophet shall [the Lord your] God raise up unto you of 
your brethren, like unto me; [him shall ye hear |. 


The last clause is wanting in A, B, H, and more than thirty 
others, the Sahidic, ete. It is thus rendered at least doubtful, 
especially when assimilative influence is taken into account; from 
which also must have arisen K. 6. 6. 6. for the simple form 6 @eds. 


ACTS VIII. 10. 


Odros éoriv 17 Svvopus Tod Oeod 7 peyadn. 
This man is the great power of God. 


A fuller expression, 1) KaXoupevy peyadn, is found in A, B, C, 
D, E, and nine others, the Vulgate, Coptic, Aithiopic, Armenian, 
etc., and especially Irenzeus, so far at least as the Latin translation 
may be accepted as evidence. 

The variation is not immaterial; for the words, as they stand 
in the common text, might be no more than an exclamation of 
excessive wonder, but, by the insertion of the word in question, 
they express an identification of Simon with an individual energy 
of which the idea was previously present to the minds of the 
speakers, and its designation was specifically 1 ddvayss Tod Ocod 
9) weyann —‘ The (so styled) great power of God.’ 

This identity was also formally assumed by Simon according 
to the statement of Origen, épacxev atbrov civar Stvapww Ocod THv 
Kandoupévny peyarnv (c. Cels. vi. p. 282); while the term itself 
appears to have been a primary one of his scheme of philosophy. 
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It might be fairly suggested that cadovpévn was originally 
a gloss, explaining in this way the definiteness of the expression 
9 Svvapis 7 weyddy; but the general character of marginal matter, 
as far as it is brought into view, is of a far less refined and 
artificial character than this. The word, too, might easily have 
been lost by éuotoréXeutov. 


ACTS. .ViII. 37. 


fc) xe / > / 2 o > 
Eire b€ 0 Pidurmos: ei muarevers €E GANS TIS 
, a > \ NS , \ 
KapOlas, e€ect. amoxpibels O€ eime: TiaTEVH TOY 
eX n a 9S \ > a / 
vioy TOU Oecov eitvar roy Inoovy Xpiorov. 


[And Philip said, If thou believest with all thine heart, 
thou mayest. And he answered and said, I believe that 
Jesus Christ ts the Son of God. | 


This entire verse is wanting in A, B, C, G, H, and more than 
sixty others, the Codex Amiatinus of the Hieronymian Latin 
pr. man., the Peshito, Coptic, Sahidic, Aithiopic, ete. 

The passage also exhibits that mark of spuriousness, shiftings 
of shape. Thus, for instance, its best authority E, instead of 
éeorw has cwOyon, and for mictevw ... Xprorov, reads muctevwo 
els Tov X. Tov vi. TOD O. 

The whole is undoubtedly an artificial supplement, where the 
unstudied brevity of the narrative had left the appearance of an 
unconditional administration of the rite. 
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ACTS IX. 5, 6. 


‘O 8é Kupws cimev: eyo cig “Inoovs ov ov 
Sudkeis* oKANpOY ToL Tpos KevTpa AaKriCav. Tpé- 
pov Te Kal Caper etre: Kupre, ri pe O€rAers Towy- 
Tal; Kat 6 KUpLos Mpos avTov: avacTnOL, K.T. A. 


And the Lord said, Iam Jesus, whom thou persecutest : 
[it is hard for thee to kick against the pricks. And he 
trembling and astonished, said, Lord, what wilt thou have 
me todo? And the Lord said unto him, | ete. 


When it is considered that this transaction is thrice narrated 
in this book, it would have been strange, unless the three narra- 
tives had originally been cast in close verbal agreement, had there 
been no traces of mutual influence. 

For the entire portion oxAnpov . . . mpds avTov not one existing 
Greek MS. can be cited; though E, 180, and the Peshito, add 
the clause oxAnpov .... Aaxrifew at the end of the preceding 
verse, being evidently an assimilative accretion from the parallel 
place (xxvi. 14). The authorities for the common text are little 
more than the ordinary Vulgate and the AXthiopic. 

In place of the portion in question must be substituted, in 
accordance with the mass of authorities, simply the connecting 
particle and. 

A, B, C, and five others, with the Vulgate, omit the words 
Kipwos civrev. A, ©, E, and three others, with the Peshito, 
Coptic, Aithiopic, etc., append after "Incots the assimilation 
6 vatwpatos (xxii. 8). 
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ACTS X. 6. 


Odrtos EeviCerat Tapa TLL _Xiwov Bupoet @ 
cor oikia Tapa Oadracouy odtos AaANTEL ToL TL 
oe et rrovety. 


He lodgeth with one Simon a tanner, whose house is by 
the sea side: he shall tell thee what thou oughtest to do. 


Veo! 


-Odtos Eeviterar € Ev oiKtg Lipavos Bupaéas rapa 
Oaraccav: bs TApAyEvomEvos AGANTEL TOL. 


He is lodged in the house of one Simon a tanner, by the 
sea side; who, when he cometh, shall speak unto thee. 


In the former of these parallel places the entire clause obtos . . 
Tovey is wanting in A, B, C, E, G, and many others, and the 
versions in general. The strongest support is found in the 
Ethiopic and the common text of the Vulgate, though it is 
wanting in the Codex Amiatinus and other important copies of 
the latter. It is clearly spurious. 

In the latter, the clause 6s... cov is wanting in A, B, and 
seven others, the Vulgate, Coptic, and Zithiopic; but it has the 
support of C, D, E, G, H, and the remaining majority of MSS. 
and versions, as also Chrysostom and Theophylact. In this con- 
flict it must be attended with doubt. 

In the third parallel place (xi. 13, 14), the corresponding clause 
is not affected by any variation. 
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ACTS X. 19. 


"Avépes Tpeis CnTovai oe. 
[ Three] men seeh thee. 


There are some peculiar circumstances relating to the reading 
tpeis. Its authorities are A, C, E, etc., the Vulgate, Peshito, the 
margin of the later Syriac. 

The word is altogether wanting in D, G, H, and more than 
fifty others, the Armenian, the later Syriac, etc., as well as in 
several writers, including Chrysostom and Cyril of Jerusalem, and 
in the Apostolical Constitutions. This is sufficient to raise grave 
doubts at least of the genuineness of the word, especially since 
it would be so obvious a supplement from the preceding context, 
as also from the subsequent statement of the number (xi. 11). 

Thus far the case is only one of a very numerous class; but 
there exists besides a circumstance which must enter into the 
discussion. “[dovd dvdpes S00 &yTodvTés ce, is the reading of B 
alone. The term dvo at once challenges remark, and calls up © 
several observations. 

In the first place, d0o is not really incompatible with the pre- 
ceding context; for, though Cornelius despatched three persons, 
yet the two domestics alone may be viewed as the bearers of the 
communication, the trusty soldier being merely a protective escort. 

All this, however, by no means helps forward an attempt to 
account for the existence of the word; for it must be at once 
seen, that in case of the bare reading a@vdpes being found in the 
text, the ready supplement would not be dvo, but tpefs supplied 
from two places; and still less likely is the suggestion of v0 
upon tpeis, which latter would call for neither explanation nor 
improvement on account of any real or seeming inconsistency. 

Under these circumstances a question at least will steal in, 
whether the solitary but high authority B may have preserved 
the true reading. At all events there is much to favour the idea, 
that tpe?s is either an arbitrary supplement, or a corrective gloss 
upon dvo. 
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ACTS XI. 12. 
Eirev 8€ ou To Tvevpua cvverOeiv adrois pndév 
Suakpivopevov. 


And the Spirit bade me go with them [nothing doubting]. 


The words pumdev Svaxpwdpevoy are wanting in D, and have 
nothing answering to them in the later Syriac; while pmdev 
Siaxplvavra or pndev Svaxpivovra, the difference being immaterial, 
- is the reading of A, B, and some others. 

The slender amount of evidence for the simple spuriousness 
of the words in question is enforced by the appearance, which 
they present, of an assimilative accretion from the parallel place 
(x. 30). 

On the other hand, it may be urged in support of the genuine- 
ness of the rival reading above mentioned, that it cannot be 
resolved into a supplement borrowed from that place, since it 
bears a different meaning, namely, ‘making no difference’ 
between Jew and Gentile. 

Besides, Svaxpwduevov might have been a borrowed, though 
erroneous, gloss on dvaxpivovta; but the converse process is hardly 
conceivable. 

The case is a perplexing one, but its bearing seems on the 
whole adverse to the common text. 
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ACTS XI. 20. 


*How 6é TwWeEs €& avTov avOpes Kurpwo kat 
Kupnvaior, otruves EMOovres eis ’ AvTiwyeav éha- 
Novy mpos Tovs “HAAnuoaTas. 


And some of them were men of Cyprus and Cyrene, 
which, when they were come to Antioch, spake unto the 


[ Grecians X Greeks]. 


The common reading ‘EXAnuoTas is supported by B apparently, 
D sec. man., E, G, H, and the mass of MSS., A and D pr. man. 
alone exhibiting “EXAnvas, which appears, too, to have been read . 
by Eusebius, Cassiodorus, and others. 

This overwhelming numerical preponderance of éxternal evi- 
dence is fairly overbalanced by. an internal consideration of sin- 
gular force, namely, the positive absurdity of the common reading ; 
for the distinctive term from “EAAnvictai is “ESpaior (vi. 1), not 
*Tovdaiou (v. 19); and the persons who are here represented as 
taking a marked step by addressing the Gospel message in a new 
quarter, were themselves “EAAquoTai. 

Thus the variation “EAAnvas, with its narrow amount of exter- 
nal support, must be at once adopted. Cypriot and Cyrenean 
Jews were qualified, as being “EAAnwotai, to address themselves 
to those who were strictly “EX Anves. 

A, B, and a few others, supported by the Vulgate, pe an 
emphatic «ai, so that the reading would be éAddoup Kal mpods Tods 
“EXAnvas. 

The restored reading is most important, as bringing into view 
the first decisive effort towards raising the Gentile church, of 
which little more than the foundation stone had been laid in 
Cornelius. 
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ACTS “Xiir. 18. 


Kai os Teo oapakovraery Xpovov eTpomropopnaev 
QUTOUS EV TH Epnuc. 


And about the time of forty years [suffered he their man- 
ners. ¢ nourished them| tn the wilderness. 


The striking variation as regards meaning, though slight in 
form, erpopopipncen, i is given by A, C pr. man., E, and seven 
others, and is represented by most of the versions; while the 
common reading is that of B apparently, C sec. man., D, G, H, 
and the remaining mass, being represented also in the Vulgate, 
and written in the margin of the. later Syriac; it is also found in 
Origen, Chrysostom, and other writers. 

The evidence is thus fairly conflicting, though that of the 
versions alone is strongly in favour of the variation. 

It is most probable that a variation so slight in form had its 
rise in mere accident, and therefore decisive aid is not to be 
expected from internal considerations. It may, however, be 
remarked that tpomodopeiv, being found in one of the Greek 
scraps of Cicero’s epistles (Att. xiii. 29), may be regarded as 
a term of familiar currency, while tpododopety is certainly rare, 
and may even be a coinage of Jewish Greek: a copyist would 
therefore readily slip from the latter into the former. The 
peculiar meaning too of tporrodopetv does not harmonise with 
the tone of the narrative, in which there is nothing objurgatory, 
and which sets forth the positive favours of divine interposition. 


104 DEVELOPED CRITICISM 


ACTS XIII. 19, 20. 


Kai xaberov eOvn enra ev YD Xavan Kare- 
KAnpodornger avrots my yin aurov. Kal pera 
TAUTO os éreot TeTpakoclois Kal TEVTnKOVTA EOO- 
KEV KpLTGS, K. T. A. 


And when he had destroyed seven nations in the land of 
Chanaan, he divided their land to them by lot. And after 
that, he gave unto them judges, about the space of four 
hundred and fifty years. 


This passage has been remarkable for its contribution to the 
chronological difficulties that beset the present text of Scripture. 
The view that would naturally be taken of the clause ws ér. T. 
kat 77., is that it expresses the period included between the settle- 
ment of the tribes and the administration of Samuel; a reckoning 
exhibiting a certain accordance with an incidental mention of 
time in the Book of Judges (xi. 26), but quite irreconcilable with 
one positive date given in the First Book of Kings (vi. 1), and 
still more so with conclusions involved in genealogical and other 
recorded facts. It might, however, be viewed as parenthetically 
intimating the time embraced by the events previously mentioned 
(ratra), from the settlement of the tribes up to the period signi- 
fied in the words éedé£ato tods tratépas yuav. The difficulty 
would in this view be lessened on account of the vagueness of the 
epoch implied in those words, but the construction is awkward. 
This awkwardness, however, would be removed, and this meaning 
necessarily borne by the clause, if it stood at the end of the pre- 
ceding verse ; a position in which it actually appears in A, B, C, 
and six pe the Coptic, and Armenian. 

It might be objected to this evidence, that there has been 
a wilful shifting of the clause; but a concern about the matter, 
if such there were, would rather have led to a remedy more 
marked and complete. 
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ACTS XIII. 33. 


e V2 a na a , , 
Qs Kat ev TO parm TD O€UTEPO YEypATTaL. 


As it also is written in the | second \ first | psalm. © 


In this place the reading of the common text is found in E, G, 
etc., Chrysostom, Theophylact, and Ambrose; while A, B, C, 
and some others, have év 7. W. yéy. TO 5., and another arrange- 
ment, év T. 6. y., is given in H and others. These shiftings are 
of themselves suspicious. “Ev 76 mpéto Wadue is the reading 
of D alone, but supported by the testimony of Origen, Tertullian, 
Hilary, Jerome, and other writers. 

This is a case where internal considerations abundantly com- 
pensate for scantiness of external evidence; since accidental origi- 
nation of the various reading is not conceivable, and its peculiarity 
is such as to exclude the idea of an artificial one, even in the 
margin. The variation may be adopted without hesitation. 

It would follow then that an arrangement or numbering of the 
Psalms once had currency, according to which the citation here 
made would be from the first Psalm; but whether by a fusion 
of those which ordinarily appear as the first and second, or by 
reckoning that which is now numbered first, as a detached preface 
to the book, or in any other way, this is not the place to inquire. 

There are traces of the simple reading év 7@ Wady@; which 
may exhibit a summary avoidance of the difficulty attending the 
term TpeT@. 
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ACTS KV: 1908: 


\ 
Aéye Kupws 0 Towwy TadTo. TOT a. Ivwora 
ar aidvos ote TO Oc@ TavTa Ta Epya avrov. 


Saith the Lord, who doeth all these things. Known unto 
God are all his works from the beginning of the world. 


The common text is here supported by E, G, H, etc., the later 
Syriac, the Apostolical Constitutions, Chrysostom, and others; 
while A reads yrwordy am’ ai. T6 Kupia Td épyov adrod, as does 
D with the addition of éorw after ai., and with this agree the 
Vulgate, the margin of the later Syriac with the omission of 
7® x., and Irenzeus according to the Latin translation. A shorter 
form, \éy. K. 6 wr. tadta yowotd a aidvos, is given by B, C, 
and more than ten others, the Sahidic, and Coptic. This is again 
varied in a few copies as follows, My. K. 6 7. 7. & éotw yw. aiTe 
am’ ai., with which the Aithiopic agrees. 

The appearance of these and other variations is of a kind to 
throw a suspicion on all that is found after tadra; and there 
is no difficulty in assigning an origin for additional matter. In 
the original prophecy the reference of radra is clear enough, 
namely, to those impending visitations of divine wrath which 
were the immediate subject of the prophet’s communication ; but, 
looking at the citation as it here stands detached from its context, 
a reader would be led to refer the term to the events described 
in the passage itself; and, as it might seem necessary to explain 
in what way God might speak of himself as actually doing 
(zrov@v) things which belonged to a distant futurity, comments 
in the way of explanation would readily arise, of forms at present 
embodied in the text of various copies, namely, ¢avepd yap aw 
apxis €oTt, kK. T. Nu—d €oTe yvwoTda, K. T. N—yvooTov éoTt, 
K.T.A., and so forth. 

The choice lies between two forms, namely, d. K. 6 7. 7. yv. 
am’ ai., ‘Saith the Lord who makes these things known from all 


time;’ and A. K. 6 a. 7., ‘Saith the Lord who is doing these 
things.’ 
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ACTS XV. 24. 


“Avackevagovres TAS puxas UMOV, Aeyovtes 
Trepirewver Oat Kal THPELY TOV vOmOV, ois ov StEaTeEl- 
Aaa. 


Subverting your souls, (saying, Ye must be circumcised, 
and keep the law :| to whom we gave no such commandment. 


The clause Aéyovres . . . vduov is wanting in A, B, D, 13, etc., 
the Vulgate, Coptic, Sahidic, and Athiopic versions, the Aposto- 
lical Constitutions, Athanasius, Epiphanius, and others.. 

With this direct evidence of spuriousness there combines the 
appearance, which the clause undoubtedly wears, of an explana- 
tory comment on the preceding words. 


ACTS XY. 33. 
"ArrervOnoay per eipnyns aro Tov adeAdar Tpos 
Tovs amoaToAovs. 


They were let go in peace from the brethren [unto the 
apostles \ those that sent them]. 





Instead of tovs amrocroXous, which has the support of E, G, H, 
both Syriac versions, etc., rods drroctelAavTas avrovs is the reading 
of A, B, C, D, and many others, the Vulgate, Coptic, Sahidic, and 
Ethiopic versions, ete. 

It is possible that these latter words were a marginal appendage 
to the common reading, and afterwards supplanted it; but a far 
more likely process is that of writing tods dmroaToNous as a gloss; 
and since the amount of external evidence is on the whole also 
in favour of the various reading, it should therefore be preferred. 
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ACTS XV. 34. 


"Eédoke 5€ r@ Lira. éretvat avrov. 
[ Notwithstanding, it pleased Silas to abide there still. | 


This verse exhibits a considerable amount of variation, D 
having pr. man. adtovs, sec. man. Tpos avtovs, besides which 
avtots and avro@ are found; while D, as also the common text 
of the Vulgate, has the additional clause pdvos 5é “Iovdas ézro- 
pev0n, which is also found elsewhere. 

This might seem somewhat suspicious: but the entire verse, 
though found in C, the common Vulgate, and the Sahidic, is 
wanting in A, B, E, G, H, and about fifty others, the Latin 
in the Codices Amiatinus and Demidovianus, the Coptic, the 
LEthiopic, ete. 

The passage is undoubtedly spurious, being an officious appen- 
dage directly expressing what is at once concluded from the 
succeeding context, namely, that Silas, though with his colleague 
Judas he had received his formal leave of the Antiochene church 
in his official capacity, still continued on the spot, till the separa- 
tion took place between Paul and Barnabas. 





ACTS: XVI. 7. 


\ > Ri > \ SS a 
Kat ovk €iacey avrovs To Tvedpa. 


But the Spirit +- of Jesus + suffered them not.* 


To this clause there is the addition "Incod in A, B, C sec. man., 
D, E, and seven others, the Vulgate, Coptic, Athiopic, Armenian, 
and both Syriac versions, Cyril, Jerome, and others. The omis- 
sion is supported by G, H, the Sahidic, etc., Chrysostom, Theo- 
phylact, and Gicumenius. 


* The marks + + include an addition to the common text. 
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The evidence for the addition is strong; still the bare term 
To mvevja would be of a kind to provoke an appendage; and 
C, with the Codex Demidovianus, reads xupéov. 


ACTS XVIIL 6. 


la tA a 
Suveixero T@ Tvevpare 0 LTaidros. 


Paul was pressed in the spirit. 


A marked variation, Nye for wvetpmare, is given by A, B, D, 
E, G, etc., the versions in general, Basil, Theodoret, and others. 
The common reading is found in H, etc., the Armenian, the 
margin of the later Syriac, Theophylact, and Gicumenius. 

The weight of external evidence is clearly in favour of the 
variation. The words r@ mvevpatt may have been originally 
a comment, attached to cuveiyero for the purpose of intimating 
that the term was to be taken in a mental sense. 

‘But on the arrival from Macedonia of both Silas and Timo- 
theus, Paul was closely engaged with the word, while testifying, 
etc.’; that is, by the time of their, arrival the Apostle was in full 
effort. 


ACTS XVIII. 17. 


’ Brida Bopevor de mavres ot “EAnves Saobevnv 
TOV apxXiavvaywyor, Ka aM 


Then [all the Greeks y they all| took Sosthenes, the chief 
ruler of the synagogue. 


The words of "EXAnves are wanting in A, B, the Vulgate, 
Coptic, ete. 
The adverse evidence is thus narrow in amount but significant, 
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and is indirectly supported by the fact that several copies have 
Tovéaiot or of “Iovéaiot, a reading which could only have arisen 
as an explanatory appendage to the bare term mdvtes. 

It is not easy to see what motive the Greeks could have had 
for maltreatment of the Jews on this occasion, however much 
they might have been disposed to indulge a scornful merriment 
‘ at their expense; but by the absence of the words in question the 
transaction is at once cleared up. In this way it would appear 
that the body of the Jews, mortified at the rebuff they had 
received, but at the same time interpreting the proconsul’s words 
(decGe avtol) as giving them a certain licence, proceeded to 
beat a principal apostate to the new doctrine; a measure viewed 
by Gallio with the same unconcern as the previous appeal to his 
magisterial authority. Thus Sosthenes appears as a Christian 
convert, to be readily identified with the associate and companion 
of the Apostle when he wrote his first epistle to the Corinthian 
church. 





ACTS. 2Vilt-21. 


"AAN amerakaro avrois eimov: Sel we TavTas THY 
EopTny THY Epxomerny Toinaae eis ‘TeporoAvpa. 
But bade them farewell, saying, I must by all means heep 
this feast that cometh in Jerusalem. 


The entire clause Se? . . . ‘IepoodAvpa is wanting in A, B, E, 
and nine others, the Vulgate, Coptic, Sahidic, ZEthiopic, and 
Armenian versions; its main authorities being D, G, H, and both 
Syriac versions. 

Besides the omission, other variations, similarly supported, 
would give to the entire passage the following form: dAAd 
amotagauevos Kal eimév, wad avandurpo mTpos buas ToD Ocod 
Bédovros, aryjYOn amd Ths ’Edécov. ‘ But after taking leave, and 
saying, I will return to you again if God will, he set sail from 
Ephesus.’ 
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The reader of the Acts must often have noticed the incon- 
sistency between the importance which the Apostle’s language, 
according to the common text, here attaches to his intended visit 
to Jerusalem, and its insignificance in the subsequent narrative, 
where the entire transaction is left to be gathered by implication 
from the necessary meaning of the word dvaBds (v. 22), 





ACTS XX. 28. 


TToipaivew tiv éxxAnolay rob Oeod, K. 7. X. 
To feed the church [of God X of the Lord. | 


The variations upon tod @eod are the following, rod Kupéov, 
Tod K. cai ®., tod ©. nal K., tod K. ©., and rob Xpictod. A 
glance at this group at once shows that it has grown from the 
margin, whatever may have been the original germ. 

The last mentioned variation rests almost solely on the Peshito, 
being also found once in Origen, twice in Theodoret, and in three 
copies of Athanasius. It may thus be disposed of at once, and 
may be regarded as a gloss which might have been appended 
either to Oeod or Kupiov; but, when once interlinear or marginal, 
it could hardly have been substituted by a transcriber for the 
former, though it might have been readily for the latter. 

The three which precede it, may be classed together, as only 
different shapes of a concretion of the text and the margin; 
though the first of them, tod K. xal @., has really the greatest 
numerical amount of external evidence “in its favour of all the 
readings, namely, C ¢er. man., G, H, and more than a hundred 
others, etc., while the evidence for the remaining two of the 
three is quite immaterial. Thus the discussion finally lies between 
Ocod and Kupiov. 

In support of the former there are cited B, and about twenty 
others, the Vulgate undoubtedly, and the later Syriac, Epipha- 
nius, Ambrose, Gicumenius, and other writers. 

The latter is the reading of A, C pr. man., D, E, (the two 
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latter also in their Old Latin), and fourteen others, the Coptic, 
Sahidic, Armenian, and the margin of the later Syriac, Irenzeus 
as represented in the Latin translation, Eusebius, the Apostolical 
Constitutions, Lucifer, Augustine, and others. 

Chrysostom cannot be decisively cited, though in one place 
(Eph. iv. 12) the text is quoted with Kupiov, but without reference 
to the word in the comment; and the matter must also be left in 
uncertainty with respect to Athanasius and Theophylact. 

It will be at once seen that the common text, though possessed 
of very considerable support, is met by a preponderance of evi- 
dence on the side of the rival reading, on the several grounds of 
MSS., versions, and writers. 

It remains to make one important remark; that, according to 
the common reading, the passage bears strongly upon more than 
one great dogmatic controversy, and, accordingly, had this form 
possessed established currency in the age of those disputes, its 
employment as a dogmatic weapon ought to be of no unfrequent 
occurrence in the writings of that age; whereas the contrary 
is evidently the case. 

Indeed, in the present instance, no fact in evidence more 
strongly challenges attention, than that a reading of so marked 
a polemical significance does not emerge clearly into view on 
the page of ecclesiastical literature before the age of Epiphanius, 
Cyril of Alexandria, and Ambrose. 





ACTS XXI. 99. : 


, ~ a lat ’ 
Iavros det TAHOOS cvvenOeiv, &kovcovTaL yap ore 
> tA 
eAnAv@as. 


The multitude must needs come together : Sor they will hear 
that thou art come. 


: ——=— * 
In the place of this passage a shorter form, révras axotcovras 


dre éXjAvOas, is found in B, C pr. man., and five others, in the 
Coptic, Sahidic, the later Syriac, and substantially in the Peshito, 
AKthiopic, and Armenian. The common text is given by A, C 
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- sec. man., D, E, G, H, the Vulgate, ete., but with some variations. 
It has, however, been in all probability amplified by the intrusion 
of a marginal clause, Se? mdHO0s cuverdelv, so many of which 
were framed to-make expression of ideas which would necessarily 
or readily rise to the mind from the bare text, unfurnished with 
such gloss or augmentation. Clear instances of this process are 
also supplied by the variations occurring xxii. 20; xxiy. 23, 26; 
xxv. 16. 

According then to the variation, the passage is thus reduced: 
‘ They will certainly hear that thou art come,’ 


ACTS XXI. 25. 


A na ny 3 s \ 
Kpivavres pndev rowdrov typetvy avrovs ei pun 
\ , / 
gvaacoecOat avrovs To Te cidwAdOvTOY, kK. T. X. 


Concluded | that they observe no such thing, save only] that 
they keep themselves from things offered to idols, etc. 


This case, respecting the genuineness of the words undév.. . . 
el pn, resembles the last, and is open to a similar conclusion. 

The words in question are wanting in A, B, and three others, 
the Vulgate, Peshito, Coptic, Sahidic, and Aithiopic versions. 
They are found, however, in C, D, E, G, H, the later Syriac, etc., 
but with some variations, which are themselves tokens of spu- 
rlousness. 
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ACTS XXII. 9. 


e N \ > vA» N N A : , . 
Oi dé cov enol ovTes TO pev Pas eHeacavTo Kat 
of > / \ \ x 
eupoBor eyevovro, Thy Oe Pavynv, kK. T. X. 


And they that were with me saw indeed the light, | and were 
afraid ;| but they heard not the voice, ete. 


This case, again, is of a precisely similar complexion. The 
words cat éudoBo. éyévovto are wanting in A, B, H, and seven 
others, the Vulgate, Peshito, Coptic, Armenian, etc. They are 
found in D, E, G, the Sahidic, the later Syriac, etc.; but the 
weight of evidence is against them. 


ACTS XXIII. 9. 


Ei &€ wvedpua edadrnoev avT@ 7H ayyedos, py Oeo- 
HOAKOMEV. 
If a spirit or an angel hath spoken to him, (let us not fight 
against God |. 


The concluding clause, yu) Ocouayeper, is wanting in A, B, C 
pr. man., E, and three others, the Vulgate, Coptic, Aithiopic, 
Armenian, and. later Syriac. 

The clause is clearly a supplement; and the scholiast who 
framed it has not shown a nice judgment, for the speakers, 
having no partizanship for the prisoner, would not be likely 
to commit themselves to language so marked as pu2) Qeowayapev: 
while the aposiopesis of the writer gives a representation as true 
as it is lively. The supplement exhibited by the Peshito, TK) 
Ppo12 oro Ad}, ‘ What [harm] is there in that?’ is more cautious 
and consistent. Its existence, too, supplies indirect evidence, if 
such were required, of the spuriousness of the clause in question. 
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ACTS XXIV. 6, 7, 8. 


a > , \ 
Ov kai exparnoapevy Kal KaTa TOY NMETEPOP 
, > , , \ \ / 
vowov nOeAnoapev Kpivev. tapehOav de Avoias 
€ rN n a a (ars 
0 xtAlapxos pera TOAANS Bias Ex TOV YELPaV NMaV 
> 7 a \ / nn 
amnyaye, KeEAEVTAS TOUS KATNYOPOUS AUVTOU EpXEo- 
> 4 @ 
Oat ext cé Tap od Suvnon, kK. T. Ar. 


Whom we took, (and would have judged according to our 
law. But the chief captain Lysias came upon us, and with 
great violence took him away out of our hands. Command- 
ing his accusers to come unto thee: | by examining of whom, 
etc. 


The question which arises here, concerns the genuineness of 
the entire portion cal cata .... émt oé. 

In the first place, the whole is found under a distinct phase 
of expression in some copies, and with considerable variations 
in others—circumstances in themselves indicative of spurious 
growth. . 

The matter in question, however, is entirely wanting in A, B, 
G, H, and about forty others, the Codices Amiatinus and Tole- 
tanus of the Hieronymian Latin, the Coptic, Sahidic, etc., its 
main support being E, and both Syriac versions. On these 
grounds it may be discarded without hesitation. 
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ACTS. XXIV. 18. 


3 @ es e , > ee ~ s 
Liv ois ebpov pe nyvopevov ev TH LEP@, Ov 
Q Sf xaN A 7 QA > X lot 
pera OxAov ovde pera OopuvBov, TiWEes amo THs 
r) , 7 an aA. @ > \ an n 
Agias Iovdaiot- ovs Eder eri cov TapeEtvat, K.T. Xr. 


Whereupon certain Jews from Asia found me purified in 
the temple, neither with multitude, nor with tumult: who 
ought to have been here before thee, ete. 


The particle 6¢ must be inserted after twés on the authority 
of A, C, E, and a considerable number besides, the Vulgate, 
Coptic, Sahidic, the later Syriac, etc. 

This slight addition materially alters the form of the passage, 
and brings out an abrupt and disjointed shape which bears the 
impress of reality. It will stand thus: év ois .... OopdBov, tuves 
6é dd "Aaias Iovdaiot— ods eet... . wpds euée—%) avol, K.T.X. 
‘On which occasion they found me purified in the temple: but 
certain Asiatic Jews—persons that ought to have been here, etc., 
—or let these here themselves say, etc.’ The statement com- 
menced with the words twes dé is at once broken off and never 
resumed, the speaker following the train of his sudden digression. 





ACTS XXVII.. 14. 


a \ 
Avepos Tuparikos 0 Kadovpevos EvpoxAvdav. 


A tempestuous wind called [ Euroelydon ¥ Euroaquilo|. 


The common reading, EdpoxddiSev or EdpoxdvSar, is that of 
the great majority of copies, including G and H. It is, however, 
internally suspicious, because the formation and meaning of the 
word are not very intelligible. Edpaxtrwv, the reading of A 
and B pr. man., though in itself still more unaccountable, has its 
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form at once cleared up, and its claim for adoption established, 
by means of its representative in the Vulgate, Huroaquilo. 

The strange shapes, edpaxydwv, evTpaxyrwv, evpdKAvooy, a 
knowledge of which is acquired through the Sahidic, Coptic, and 
later Syriac respectively, may be regarded as perversions of this 
latter, readily arising with those who, unlike the Latin translator, 
had no means of unriddling the true form. 

Evpuxrvdswv, found in B sec. man. and two others, though 
unobjectionable in form, rests upon too slight authority to acquire 
a particular claim to consideration. 

Edpaxtrov, which simply Grecises Kuroaquilo, demands the 
preference among the various shapes of the name. 





ACTS XXVIII. 29. 


a ° / Ses (2) a 
Kai tradra avrod <imovtos, amndOov ot Lovdaior, 
\ My > e a y 
TOAAHY EXOVTES EV EAUTOLS ocvGyTnow. 


[And when he had said these words, the Jews departed, and 
had great reasoning among themselves. | 


This entire verse is wanting in A, B, E, 13, 40, 68, the Codices 
Amiatinus and Demidovianus, 2, and other Latin authorities, the 
Peshito, Coptic, etc.; its principal witnesses being G, H, and the 
Ethiopic. 

There can hardly be a doubt that it is a spurious incumbrance, 
idly repeating what has-been distinctly told already (v. 25). 
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ROMANS II. 13. 


n J , Q ~ 

Ov yap ot akpoarat Tov vopov Oikator Tapa TE 
a e n / 7 

Oe@, GAN of rromrai Tov voyov SiKkaLwOncovTat. 


For not the hearers of (the| law are just before God, but the 
doers of |the| law shall be justified. 


€ 


In the writings of St. Paul the term 6 véyos can signify only 
the Mosaic law, except there be cases where the article has been 
prefixed purely on account of previous mention or implication. 

On the other hand, there are places where, though the Mosaic 
law in particular must have been present to the mind of the 
Apostle, yet the word véues is anarthrous; and it might be 
thence concluded, that the converse of the rule just given is not 
true, but that the article has been occasionally omitted by a very 
natural license. : 

This is indeed possible: but it would be an unworthy treat- 
ment of the writer to dismiss the matter in a way so summary 
and incurious, and to consign at once to license what may be 
desioned and significant. 

It is more reasonable to recognise in these places an instance 
of a practice not uncommon, especially in pointed and antithetical 
language, a practice of giving a more general, and by that means 
more striking, turn of expression to a limited proposition by the 
substitution of anarthrous terms for the definite. Such a process 
can hardly fail to be recognised in the words, éye yap dia vouov 
vou@ aréBavov (Gal. 11. 19), ‘ Through law died to law,’ that is, 
the condemnatory operation of law, experienced in the case of the 
Law, cut me off from any reliance on law for justification. Equally 
clear is the antithetical effect produced by the absence of the 
article in another place, ei yap €« vdmuou 1) KXnpovomla, odKére é& 
érrayyedias (Gal. ii. 18); and there is a peculiar forcibleness in 
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the general range given by the same means to the proposition, 
€& Epyav vouou ov dixarwOjoetar Taca odp€ (ii. 16). 

The passage in question is reduced to such a form according 
to certain authorities which omit the article before vouov in both 
clauses, namely, A, B, D pr. man., G, etc.: and their reading 
must be at once accepted, when it is considered that there would 
be a strong disposition to supplement a seeming omission. The 
same conclusion must also be adopted with regard to the omission 
of t@ before vou, ver. 17. 

These passages, and others to which the preceding observations 
apply, may be thus exhibited: ‘For it is not the hearers of law 
that are just in the estimation of God, but the doers of law shall 
be justified. .... But if thou art styled a Jew and art resting on 
law .... thou then that makest a boast in law, through breach 
of the Law dishonourest thou God?.... For circumcision is an 
advantage, if thou performest law, but if thou art a transgressor 
of law, thy circumcision has become uncircumcision..... The 
natural uncircumcision, in case of its discharging the Law, shall 
bring a sentence on thee who, though in possession of a written 
form [of enactment] and bearing the badge of circumcision, art 
a transgressor of law.’ 

In these and other passages there is sufficient illustration of an 
intensity of expression, acquired by discarding the article, far 
more in character with the writer than a license of usage which, 
if recourse be had to it, must be allowed to have been used in a 
way altogether capricious. 
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ROMANS III. 28. 


AoyiGopeba otv SixaovcOu Tiore avOpwmov 
xopls epyov voov. 
| Therefore , For| we conclude that a man is justified by 
faith without the deeds of the law. 


Instead of the particle ofv, which is supported by B apparently, 
C, D ter. man., E perhaps, J, K, and a great number besides, 
by both Syriac versions, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, 
Cicumenius, etc., the variation yap is given by A, D pr. man., F, 
G, and nine others, the Coptic, the Latin versions, and Fathers. 

The resulting difference of meaning is, that, with the former 
reading, the statement appears as a logical deduction from the 
preceding matter, while, with the latter, there is an appeal to it 
as a point already established or admitted. 

This latter is quite in accordance with the context; for, that 
justification is ywpls épywv vouov, has been just before formally 
concluded (vs. 20, 21), as also the actual means of its attainment 
(vs. 21, 22). 

Thus, in the conflict of evidence, the probability is on the side 
of the various reading ydp. 


~ROMANS IV. 1. 


, 5 3 fo > Q X\ a 
Tt obv epovpev “ABpacm tov TATEPA MOV evpr- 
/ 
Kéval KATA TAapKa. 


What shall we then say that Abraham, our father as per- 
taining to the flesh, hath found ? 


A considerable portion of the body of various readings exhibits 
no more than a difference of order in the words, and of these 
some are altogether immaterial, and others simply offer some 
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slight variety of point or emphasis. The present one, however, 
concerns the construction and meaning of the sentence. 

As it stands in the common text, the immediate connexion of 
the words cata odpxa is with evpnxévas, according to the laws of 
collocation. But if this latter be placed before "ASpadu, the 
former most readily link with ratépa. 

This arrangement is exhibited by A, C, D, F, G, and a few 
others, several versions, Eusebius, Cyril, etc.; the common one 
by B (for aught that has been noted to the contrary), J, K, and 
the remaining mass of MSS., both Syriac versions, and several 
commentators. Chrysostom, in his comment, connects the words 
Kata cdpKa with mratépa, which shews that either, while reading 
as in the common text, he took the liberty of interpreting as if 
it had beem tov 7. 1). ev. Tov K. o., or that he had before him a 
different collocation. 

There would be a ready, though mistaken, tendency to fall 
into this connexion of the words, and hence would also arise 
a disposition to arrange the sentence so as to exhibit such con- 
nexion directly. This consideration serves to abate the force of 
the evidence against the order of the common text. It may well 
be retained: and the interpretation of the passage should be 
strictly conformed to it. 


ROMANS V. L 


Arxawbévres ody &x tiarews eipnyny exopev mpos 
rov Qeov Sia Tov Kupiov nuov Incod Xpiorov. 
Therefore being justified by faith, we have peace with God 
through our Lord Jesus Christ. 


The question which arises on this passage, respects the claims 
of the variation éywpev. It is supported by A, B, ©, D, J, K; 
and several others; while éyouev rests upon E, F, G, and a large 
number besides. Thus far the evidence for éywpev is considerable. 
But this is a case where the testimony of MSS. must be received 
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with caution, if not with abatement, on account of that inter- 
change of o and w which, with others of like kind, affects in 
different degrees many existing copies: still, no exception can 
be taken on this ground to the evidence of B, on account of its 
general orthographical correctness, a character which may also 
be claimed, in the main, for the entire group. It is in such an 
instance that patristic testimony and that of versions acquire a 
special importance. 

The Old Latin and the Vulgate support éyapev, and many 
Latin writers, as might be expected, range on the same side. 
This is also the reading of the Greek commentators. The 
evidence of Chrysostom is important, because, while he deals 
with rival interpretations of the place, a proceeding which the 
adoption of éyouev would render unnecessary, he betrays no con- 
sciousness of conflicting readings. It is, therefore, not unreason- 
able to conclude, that éy@mev stood in the text of the passage as 
it was current in the ecclesiastical region with which the great 
commentator was connected. 

It must be admitted, then, that this reading has strong claims 
for, at least, a favourable attention. 

It is by no means unlikely that it has encountered tacit dis- 
favour in more recent times, because its adoption would produce 
a singular, if not a difficult, expression; a circumstance which 
cannot be denied, but which, according to critical rules, ought 
not to be an adverse one. 

Chrysostom discusses the passage at length, but the main points 
of his observations are the following. Ti éotw, eiphynv eyopev; 
Tuves pev hacw Ste wr Siactacidc@pev pidoveckodvres TOV Véuov 
cioaryaryeiv’ éuot Sé Soxel rept rodutelas hwiv Nourdv Suaréyer Oa. 

.. elpyynv Exomer” Tovtécti, pnKéTs dpaptdvapuev, pndée T pos 
Ta TpoTepa erravepyoucba: TodTo yap éote mbAEwov eyewv Tpos 
tov @eov. To the same effect Theodoret: mpoorjme 88 duds thy 
mpov tov Oeov yeyevnuévny purdrrew eipyvny. According to 
these commentators the words in question contain an exhortation 
to the maintenance, by practical holiness, of peace with God, 
already founded in justification through faith ; an interpretation 
which the words may fairly bear. It may, however, be observed 
that they seem to find their best illustration, as regards their 
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oe meaning, in the passage, tadra NEAAANKA Duiv va év epol 
elpryay exnTE (John xvi. 33); and that, in general, the expression 
éxew eip., strictly represents the object as a matter of positive 
eujoyment and possession, as distinguished from the ordinary 
cyew eip., which expresses a bare condition. Hence the words 
may be rendered: ‘Having, then, obtained justification from 
faith, let us have [conscious] peace towards God through our 


Lord Jesus Christ.’ 





ROMANS VI. 12. 


My ouv Baowrevero n cporpric. ev TO Ounre 
UL@V rodpare eis TO UTaKovew avTn ev Tals emt 
Ovpiais aurov. 


Let not sin therefore reign in your mortal body, [that ye 
should obey it in the lusts thereof |. 


On the clause e/s ro. . . . avtod there are two variations; els TO 
um. Tats er. avtod, which is the reading of A, B, C pr. man., and 
six others, supported by the Vulgate, the Latin sec. man. of D, 
the Syriac, Coptic, Sahidic, Aithiopic, Armenian, Origen, many 
Latin writers, etc., and efs 7d tar. av7H, found in D with its Latin 
version pr. man., EK, F, G with its Latin, Irenxus, Tertullian, 
and Victor Tununensis. 

These facts suggest at least the. question, whether the Apostle 
wrote no more than eis To Umaxovew, so that the variations 
would exhibit two independent accretions, both of early origina- 
tion, by the fusion of which the common text has been produced. 

Such-a form is actually exhibited by 178, the Latin of E, 
Ambrose, and Faustinus. This slender amount of evidence, how- 
ever, acquires considerable accession of force from the peculiar 
complexion of the facts previously noted, and, so supported, 
leaves, at least, serious doubt attaching to the whole, notwith- 
standing the evidence in favour of the portion tals émufupiaus 
avTov. 
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ROMANS VII. 6. 


‘ Q 4 VA me AS a / ’ f 
Novi d€ karnpynOnuev amo Tov vomov, amobavov- 
e / 
Tos EV @ KaTEeLxopueOa.. 


But now we are delivered from the law, that being dead 
wherein we were held. 


In behalf of the reading dmofavévros it might be pleaded, that 
the sense produced by it exhibits an exact correspondence with 
the case just cited in illustration, namely, that believers have been 
set free from the hold of the Law by the death of the same, just 
as a wife is freed from the conjugal tie by the demise of her 
husband. But this circumstance ought rather to bring the read- 
ing under the suspicion of artificial rectification. Besides, the 
Law is nowhere described by the Apostle as dead; and, accord- 
ingly, he has already been obliged to deal rather loosely with his 
own illustration in the words, tpels COavatdOnre TO vou (v. 4). 

Recourse must therefore be had to the variation amo@avovtes, 
supported by A, C, J, K (the reading of B must be regarded as 
unknown), and more than sixty others, the Latin of the Codex 
Amiatinus, both Syriac versions, the Coptic, Athiopic, Arme- 
nian, etc., and many Greek and Latin Fathers. 

The sense would then be, ‘ But now we have been rid, by a 
death-parting, from the Law, in whose grasp we once were.’ 

The reading rod @avdrov, though it has the considerable sup- 
port of D, E, F, G, the Vulgate, etc., must be regarded as a case 
of usurpation; having been originally a gloss appended to tod 
vosov, Which dislodged the word dzrofavérres. 
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ROMANS VII. 14. 
"Eyo S€ capkixds eipe. 


But Iam carnal. 


1 CORINTHIANS III. 1. 


2 3 ie lal an an 
Ovk ndvvnOnv AadrAjnoat piv Os TvEevpatiKOis GAN 
OS TAPKLKOLs. 


I could not speak unto you as unto spiritual, but as unto 
carnal. 


These passages are considered together, because the same 
question arises upon both in the existence of the same variation. 

Tn the former, cdpxuos is the reading of A, B, C, D, E, F, G, 
and many others; J, K, being the principal authorities for the 
common text. In the latter, capxivoss is found in A, B, C pr. 
man., D pr. man., etc.; the common reading in D ter. man., E, 
F, G, J, etc, In this particular case the evidence of versions is 
nothing, and that of writers mainly uncertain. 

Though the difference of form is only in the termination, the 
resulting difference of meaning is not unimportant, being prima- 
rily that between constituent matter and subject matter. Thus 
cdpksvos is a word of deeper signification, and, in its secondary 
use, must indicate some inner and deep seated quality, as con- 
trasted with active principle and occupation, signified by words 
of the same form as capxixds. 

Thus the Apostle terms the Corinthians capxixol (v. 3), in 
reference to their low and narrow rivalries and cliques. It is true 
that here too cdpxuwos is the reading of D, F, G; but it may be 
at once rejected as the offspring of assimilation. In the next 
instance (v. 4), dv@pw7rou should be read on the authority of A, 
B, C, D, E, F, G, the Vulgate, Coptic, Aithiopic, etc. 

On the other hand, when speaking of himself as a sample of 
humanity in contrast with the abstract model of morality pro- 
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pounded in the Law, the Apostle might well term himself odp- 
Kwos, Tempapévos brs THY duaptiay, ‘a thing of flesh, sold under 
sin;’ and the Corinthians as odpxwov, ‘creatures of flesh,’ with 
reference to the state in which the Gospel found them. 


ROMANS VIII. 1. 


xAaN yS n , r > rn 

Oidev apa viv Karaxpysa tois ev XpioT@ 

a NY 7 fal \ X 

"Inood py Kara oapka Tepimarovol adAG Kare 
TVEULE. 


There is, therefore, now no condemnation to them which 
are in Christ Jesus, [who walk not after the flesh, but after 
the Spirit]. 


The entire clause m2)... .mvedua is wanting in B, C, D pr. 
man., F, G, and a few others, the Coptic, Sahidic, and A&thiopic 
versions, and several Fathers. The first member alone is found 
in A, D sec. man., the Vulgate, Syriac, etc., Chrysostom, Basil, 
and various Latin writers. The whole appears in D ¢er. man., E, 
J, K, ete., Theodoret, Theophylact, and Gicumenius. 

These facts clearly point to the whole as an expository com- 
ment on the words tois év X. ’I., consisting in the first instance 
of the first member alone, and receiving in course of time the 
addition of the second. 
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ROMANS VIII. 11. 


‘O evelpas Tov Xpurroy ¢ €K VEKPOV Coorroujoet 
Kal To Ounres oopara. Vuav Sue Tov evolKoUYTOS 
QUTOU TVEVLATOS EV Upiy. 


fle that raised up Christ from the dead shall also quicken 


your mortal bodies [by \ for the sake of | his Spirit that 
dwelleth in you. 


A variation, merely grammatical in form but not So 
in effect, here claims attention, namely, dua TO €votKovv avTod 
TEDL. 

The aan is the reading of B, D, E, F, G, J, K, and the 
great majority of copies, and is sepresented | in A Vulgate, Syriac, 
and Sahidic. Of Fathers there are cited in support of it, Irenzeus, 
Origen, Tertullian, Theodoret, Theophylact, Gicumenius, etc. 
The comment of Chrysostom is based upon it, though he is also 
cited twice for the other reading. 

The common text rests upon A, C, and thirteen others, the 
Coptic, Aithiopic, later Syriac, and Sclavonic; the cited Fathers 
being Clement, Hippolytus, Athanasius, Basil, Epiphanius, Didy- 
mus, and Augustine . 

It is at once seen that ancient evidence is found on both sides; 
and thus, whatever was the period at which the place was first 
affected by variation, it was at no recent date. The prepon- 
derance, however, of existing testimony is in favour of the various 
reading, 

The question has a dogmatic complexion, and, as such, is 
especially noted in the Dialogue between a Macedonian and an 
Orthodox Disputant; according to the latter of whom the reading 
which now appears in the common text, was at that time found 
in all the ancient copies; a statement which, being polemical, 
must be taken with the caution and abatement requisite in such 
cases. 

The rise of variation on this place is clearly of early date, and, 
as such, ascends beyond the time of actual dogmatic conflict on 
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the point on which it bears: so that, though it can hardly have 
sprung from accidental causes, it would be unreasonable to refer 
it to positive dogmatic origination. Still a feeling, not absolutely 
controversial, may be readily imagined which would favour 
and foster the reading of the present common text, because it 
represents the subject of the expression in the more elevated and 
prominent position of direct agency and operation, instead of one 
of indirect causation. The same disposition would be called forth 
on another passage (v. 37) affected by a variation of the same 
. form, namely, in the rival readings 81a rod dyamjoavtos and did 
Tov ayarnoavta; the latter of which is supported by D, E, F, G, 
the Vulgate, Sclavonic, and many Latin Fathers. 

Whatever be the decision on this parallel instance, in the place 
under discussion the preference is claimed for the variation 8a 7d 
EVOLKODY AUTOD TVED MG. 


ROMANS XI. 6. 


MS 


Ei Se Xapere, ovkert €& € EpYov, evel 7 xapes 
ovKere yiveran Xaprs: ei O€ e€ € KAYO OUKETL éoTl 
Xapls, eel TO Epyov ovKére eoTiv epyov. 


And if by grace, then is it no more of works: otherwise 
grace ts no more grace. [But if it be of works, then is it 
no more grace: otherwise work is no more work]. 


The genuineness of the entire portion ef S&.... goyov is a 
matter of question. 

It is found in B, J, and the general. mass of copies, in both 
Syriac versions, etc. It appears, too, in the present text of 
Chrysostom and Theodoret, but without any notice in the com- 
mentary, in Theophylact, and Gicumenius. 

On the other hand, besides that B has Xapus instead of the 
final épyov, the first member e/ 8. . . Xapls is wanting in three 
MSS., and the latter, éeb.... épyov, ei one; circumstances not 
unattended by suspicion. 
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The whole is omitted by A, C; D, E, F, G, 47, the Vulgate, 
Coptic, Sahidic, Armenian, and £thiopic, by Johannes Damas- 
cenus, and the bulk of the Latins. 

The clause. itself has an officious appearance, presenting merely 
the converse of the preceding proposition, without any bearing 
upon the context or addition to the force of the passage. Its 
genuineness cannot be maintained. 





ROMANS XII. 11. 


To Kupio Sovdevorres. 


Serving [the Lord \ the opportunity |. 


The common text is here supported by A, B, D ¢er. man., E, 
J, and the remaining mass of MSS., by the versions in general, 
and a great number of Greek and Latin writers. But xaip@ 
is the reading of D pr. man., F, G, 5, and appears to have been 
represented in various Latin copies. 

The variation of reading has all the appearance of having 
originated in accident. The great excess, however, of evidence 
in favour of the common text must suffer abatement from the 
consideration, that the various reading may itself be viewed as 
ancient; that it gives a sense less simple and obvious than its 
rival, but one at least as well suited to the context; and that 
it might easily have been changed by a slip in transcription into 
an abbreviated form of Kupio. 


10 
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ROMANS XIV. 6. 


‘O hpovar rhv jpépay Kupip ppovei, kat 0 Be) 
ppovav tiv nuepav Kupio ov dpovet: 0 eodiov 
Kupio éoGiet, k. T. X. 


He that regardeth the day, regardeth it unto the Lord; 
and [he that regardeth not the day, to the Lord he doth not 
regard it]. He that eateth, eateth to the Lord, ete. 


The entire clause 6 wi... . Ppovel is wanting in A, B, C pr. 
man., D, E, F, G, 23, 57, 67 sec. man., the Vulgate, Coptic, 
ZEthiopic, as also Jerome, and other Latin writers. It is found, 
however, in C ter. man., J, and the mass of MSS., in both Syriac 
versions, and various Greek writers. 

Here is a conflict mainly between antiquity and numbers. In 
aid of the latter there comes in the consideration, that oversight 
in transcription would here be favoured by similarity of ending 
in two consecutive clauses. 

But, on the other hand, it is important to observe that, had 
such omission taken place, it would have included the introduc- 
tory particle xai: whereas, while the authorities for the omission 
read kat 6 éo@iwv, in many of those which contain it, the next 
clause commences without the conjunction, as in the common 
text. This appearance would result from the slipping in of an 
interlinear supplement between xai and 6 éc@iwy, and thus con- 
spires with the ancient evidence against the genuineness of the 
clause. 

The supplementing of such a member would be readily sug- 
gested by the shape of the succeeding context, to give a symme- 
trical completeness to the entire passage, a symmetry of which the 
Apostle was not studious. 
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1 CORINTHIANS III. 1, 4. 


See ROMANS VII. 14. 





1 CORINTHIANS III. 13. 


e U \ 7 € al > \ a U 
Exaorov 70 epyov orotoy éeori To Tip SoKipacet. 


The fire shall try every man’s work of what sort it is. 


The fuller reading, 7d wdp avro, is found in A, B, C, and 
seven others, the Sahidic, Origen in one place, and other writers. 

The addition, thus supported by ancient authority, is not im- 
material. It implies that the agent, described as zdp, will not 
discharge a merely preliminary process waiting completion by 
another hand, but will do its work of proof thoroughly. ‘ Every 
one’s several work shall the fire of itself put to proof, of what 
sort it is.’ 





1 CORINTHIANS V. 1. 


: , / C4 Q\ 2 a y, > U : 
Tourn mopveia Aris ovd€ év Tois COverw ovomacerat. 
Such fornication as is not so much as named among the Gentiles. 


The verb dvoudferas is wanting in A, B, C, D, E, F, G, and 
six others, the Vulgate, Coptic, Athiopic, Armenian, Origen, 
Tertullian, Lucifer, etc. 

It isan officious appendage, apparently suggested by the pre- 
ceding dxoverav; so that the sense is simply: ‘ Such fornication 
as occurs not even among the Gentiles.’ 
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1 CORINTHIANS VI. 20. 
Aokéatere 8n Tov Ocov ev TH THpaTe VuaY Kal EV 
TO TVEVMATL VUOV, aTWa Ear TOD Oeod. 


Therefore glorify God in your body, [and in your spirit, 
which are God's |. 





The words kcal év 76 mv. b..d. é. r. O. are wanting in A, B, C 
pr. man., D pr. man., E, F, G, and five others, the Vulgate, 
Coptic, Basmuric, /Mthiopic, and a large number of writers. 
They. are found in C ter. man., J, K, both Syriac versions, etc., 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, and Gicumenius, but must, 
notwithstanding, be discarded without hesitation. They are a 
feeble appendage to the nervous language to which they have 
become adherent. 


1. CORINTHIANS VII. 3. 


T; Rees SN N > , Ey un 3 
n yuvarkt o avnp thy oderonerny evvotay amo- 
, 

Ot00To. : 


Let the husband render unto the wife [due benevolence X her due]. 


Instead of thy dg. ed., rv dderdjy is the simpler reading of A, 
B, C, D, E, F, G, and six others, and is represented in the 
Vulgate, Coptic, Basmuric, Ethiopic, and Armenian, and read 
by Clement, Origen, etc., and the Latin Fathers. 

The reading of the common text which is found in J , both 
Syriac versions, etc., Theodoret, Theophylact, and CEcumenius, 
is too palpably a gloss to stand for a moment against the weight 
of opposing evidence. B ahi 

Another similar reading was, thy épethouévyv Tyunv; for not 
only does Chrysostom quote this form in the seventh Homily on 
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Matthew (p. 117), but the succeeding exposition rests unmis- 
takably on the term tiujv. At the place under consideration, 
too, the present text exhibits the same citation, followed by the 
words Ti Oé éotw 1) OfpetNopévn TYuy: but the comment not only 
exhibits the true reading éddevArjv, but is explanatory of that 
precise term and no other. There can be no doubt, then, respect- 
ing the form under which the text was really cited by the com- 
mentator in this instance; and it seems as if assimilative corruption 
had emanated from the other homily. This is instructive, as 
shewing that there can be no absolute reliance, for critical pur- 
poses, upon bare citations of passages as they stand in the present 
text of ecclesiastical writers. 


1 CORINTHIANS VIL 5. 


i AaG n le l TH Wpocevyy 
va cxXorAaCNTE TH VNTTELA Kal TH TpOTEVXy. 


That ye may give yourselves to | fasting and] prayer. 


The words 74 vyore(a cal are wanting in A, B, C, D, E, F, G, | 
etc., the Vulgate, and other versions, Clement, Origen, etc., and 
the Latins in general. They are found in J, both Syriac versions, 
etc., the comment of Theodoret, the present text of Chrysostom, 
and Theophylact, but without notice in the commentary. 

They are undoubtedly a spurious accretion, the suggestion of 
an ascetic spirit. 
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1 CORINTHIANS IX. 10. 


"Em édridt oeirer oO apor pio apor pray, Kat @ 
te 
adoav Ths eAmidos adrod peréexe em EATrIOL. 


He that ploweth should plow in hope; and he that thresheth 
[tm hope] should be partaker of his hope. 


In the latter clause the words ém’ édmfé: are wanting in D 
pr. man., F, G; so that, according to this form, the sense of the 
passage would be: ‘For our sake no doubt was it written, to the 
purport that the plower ought to plow in hope, and the thresher 
to partake in [the matter of] his hope.’ By this means the two 
parties are represented respectively in their true positions, the one 
expectant, the other passed from expectation into possession. 

But there is another distinct form of the clause, namely, Kai 6 
Groovy én’ érrids Tod petéxev. This is given by A, B, C, and 
three others, by both Syriac versions, the Sahidic, Basmuric, 
Armenian, etc., Origen, Eusebius, Cyril, and Augustine: the 
Vulgate, too, seems to represent it. 

On the score of authorities this has the stronger claim: but the 
resulting meaning cannot be reconciled with the observation just 
made without assigning to the term é7’ édzrié: in the second place 
a stronger signification—that of assurance—than it has in the 
first. The enactment of the law secured for the treading ox, 
not bare hope, but freedom of participation. 

The amount of variation on both clauses is so considerable, that 
it cannot be viewed without perplexity and misgiving with regard 
to the real form and purport of the sentence. 
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1 CORINTHIANS IX. 20. 


Tois vo vomov os b70 vopov, iva Tovs vid vopoy 
KEpOnow. 


To them that are under the law, as under the law, that I 
might gain them that are under the law. 


An entire clause, yu) dv adtos id voor, is inserted before wva 
by certain authorities. These are A, B, C, D, E, F, G, and many 
others, the Vulgate, Sahidic, the later Syriac, Armenian, and 
Gothic, Cyril, Chrysostom, and others. The omission occurs in 
K, etc., the Peshito Syriac, the Coptic, Origen, Theodoret, etc. 

On account of the recurring termination t7d vduov, an acci- 
dental omission would be a likely occurrence, especially in sticho- 
metrical practice. It is from the same cause that J exhibits a loss 
of the entire portion toils i7rd vowov ... . Kepdiow. 

This consideration places the ancient authorities, in the present 
and some other instances, in a position the opposite of that which 
they so frequently occupy, rendering them trusty witnesses to the 
genuineness of the longer reading. 

On the restoration of the clause, the sense of the-entire passage 
would stand thus: ‘And I made myself to the Jews as a Jew, 
that I might win Jews: to those under law as one under law— 
not being actually under law—that I might win those under » 
law.’ 
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1 CORINTHIANS X. 1. 


Od Oédw S€ iuas ayvoeiv, K. T. Xr. 


[ Moreover, For] brethren, I would not that ye should be 
ignorant, ete. 





Instead of the particle 5¢, ydp is the reading of A, B, C, D, E, 
F, G, etc., and a great number of versions and Fathers: 6é being 
found in J, K, both Syriac versions, etc., Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
and others. 

The restoration of ydp, thus abundantly authorised, is not 
unimportant ; because it places the succeeding context in the 
proper position of matter of logical enforcement, drawn from past 
events, to the solemn lesson just before laid down (ix. 24—27). 


1 CORINTHIANS X. 28. 


Tov yap Kupiov 7 yi kat 76 TAnpopa adrns. 
[For the earth is the Lord's, and the fulness thereof. 





The repetition of this clause does not occur in A; B,.G5-D; 
F, G, H pr. man., and twelve others, the Vulgate, Syriac, Coptic, 
Sahidic, etc. 

In addition to this decisive evidence, it may be remarked, that 
its presence in this place, though it receives the comments of 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Ccumenius, and Theophylact, is alto- 
gether idle and irrelevant to the immediate context. 

It is found in H sec. man., J, K, the later Syriac, the Gothic, 
ete. 
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1 CORINTHIANS XI. 24, 


” Exrace Kal eirre, Aafere, payere TOUTO pov 
EoTl TO Ta TO Urep KuoY KASpEVOV. 


He brake it, and said, [ Take, eat :| this is my body, which 
ts [broken] for you. 


The first question on this passage relates to the words, Ad@ere, 
gayere, which are wanting in A, B, C pr. man., D, E, F, G, and 
many others, the Latin of the Codex Amiatinus, and others, the 
Coptic, Sahidic, ete. They are found in C ter. man., J, K, both 
Syriac versions, the common text of the Vulgate, Cyril of Jeru- 
salem, Chrysostom, and others. There need not be any hesitation 
in discarding them as an assimilative accretion from the parallel 
place (Mat. xxvi. 26). 

A similar question affects the word xA#mevov, which is wanting 
in A, B, C pr. man., 17, 67 sec. man., Cyril of Alexandria, Atha- 
nasius, and Fulgentius. It is read, however, in © ter. man., D 
ter. man., E, F, G, J, K, both Syriac versions, the Gothic, etc., 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Johannes Damascenus, CAcumenius, and 
Theophylact. x 

Thus far there is ground for considerable doubt; though not 
enforced by an appearance of assimilation. But it must be further 
remarked, that D pr. man. has @pv7rropuevov; and that the Coptic, 
Sahidic, and Armenian, either represent didduevoy, or so supply 
an ellipsis in the original ; as is also the appearance presented by 
the Vulgate. These facts serve further to point to the bare read- 
ing 7d bép tuov as genuine; the abrupt appearance of which 
supplies, besides, an internal argument in its favour, because it 
would be provocative of supplements, such as xA@pevoy and 
OpuTrréuevov, which, though not borrowed from a parallel place, 
are sufficiently suggested by the preceding term éxdace. 
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1 CORINTHIANS XI. 29. 


‘O yap écOiwv Kai river avakios Kpipa eavT@ 
’ bs faa a 
ecole. kal rivet, pn Siaxpivavy TO capa Tov 
Kupiov. 

For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth 
and drinketh damnation to himself, not discerning the Lord’s 
body. 


Here the genuineness of the word dvatéws is questioned. The 
word itself, which might seem at first sight so material to the 
sense of the passage, is in fact altogether needless; for without it 
the meaning would stand thus, the participial clause being hypo- 
thetical: ‘ For he that eats and drinks, eats and drinks judgment 
to himself, if he makes no distinction of the Lord’s body.’ 

In this way the proposition is the same with that which has 
just preceded (ver. 27), the clause yu .. . . Kupéov in this place 
being identical in purport with the single term dvafiws in the 
former, and, in fact, serving to fix the meaning of that term. 
This identity might have been pointed out by appending dvakiws 
as a marginal note to the clause, as is seen more clearly in the 
fuller form which Chrysostom read, dvafiws tod Kupiov. Or 
avakiws may have been an officious marginal supplement of an 
ellipsis purely imaginary, as has been already shewn; or it may 
be no more than an instance of assimilative influence. 

The evidence for the word in question is considerable, con- 
sisting of C ter. man., D, E, F, G, J, K, and a large number 
besides, with many versions and writers. It is wanting in A, B, 

-C pr. man., 17, the Sahidic, and Aithiopic. : 

It appears, then, that the word is not necessary to the sense ; 
that an intrusion into the text may be readily accounted for; that 
there is no evident cause tending to an accidental or designed 
omission ; and that the adverse evidence, though scanty, proceeds 
from witnesses of the highest antiquity. 

The testimony of these must be at once accepted, as pure from 
an early and widely prevalent accretion. 
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The words tof Kupiov are also questioned, the evidence on 
either side being nearly the same as in the case of dvatiws; and, 
though the point is less material, it must be left to the same 
decision. 

Thus the original words may be concluded to be: 6 yap écOlov 
Kat tivey Kpiwa éavT@ eo Ole ad wives, pH) Staxplvov To odpa. 


1 CORINTHIANS XIII. 3. 


E) \ a \ a Ud ¢ f 
Eav rapaded To cepa pov, iva KavOnowpma 


Though I give my body | to be burned y that I might vaunt|. 


The reading of the common text, xavOjowpat, is that of C, 
K, etc., while cavOjcouas is found in D, E, F, G, J, and many 
others. But these two, the difference between which is a point 
of mere grammar and in other respects quite immaterial, may be 
viewed as combining in common rivalry against another, xcavyy}- 
copat, the reading of A, B, 17, and the Athiopic, and favoured 
by Jerome, who, however, admits a conflict of evidence. 

The variation has at once the appearance of accidental origin ; 
and, when it is considered that, in the presence of a rival, cav07- 
awpat would be viewed with disfavour on account of its anoma- 
lous grammatical form, even the undoubted antiquity of that 
rival, and the importance of the few existing witnesses in its 
favour, must not be allowed to procure for it a place in the text. 
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1 CORINTHIANS XV. 49. 


\ / \ iS ocd, a on co , 
Kabos éhopécapev thy eixova tov xotkov, pope- 
v \ Ne ais . , 
COMEV KaL THY ElKOVa TOU ETTOUpaYiov. 


As we have borne the image of the earthy, we shall also 
bear the image of the heavenly. 


The common reading dopécoper has for its authorities B, if the 
collations rightly omit to notice any variation, 17, and a number 
of others, both Syriac versions, the /Zthiopic, and Armenian : 
but dopéowpey is the reading of A, C, D, E, F, G, J, K, and 
a great majority besides, and represented in the Vulgate, Coptic, 
Gothic, and Slavonic.. 

The array of MSS. is thus decidedly on the side of the varia- 
tion: but there must be taken into account the circumstance, 
that in some documents the confusion between the two vowels 
in question is so extensive as to nullify, and in others sufficient 
to impair, their testimony on such a point as the present. Still 
the most important are free from this impeachment, and are only 
open to the possibility of a too faithful transmission of errors 
already arisen from that particular cause. The evidence of ver- 
sions appears fairly balanced. 

Patristic testimony will here be important, wherever it can 
be clearly ascertained. The Latin Fathers, especially Tertullian, 
range with the Vulgate in favour of the variation. Theodotus, 
according to the present text, has ¢opécwpev; but there is no 
decisive indication of his actual reading supplied by his application 
of the passage; nor can Origen be cited either way, because the 
current text varies. The evidence of Chrysostom, however, is 
unmistakable, as shewn by the interpretation, dpuota mpd€aper, 
which he puts upon the clause, and by the subsequent observation, 
et 5é rept picews Fv 6 AOyos, ov TapaxAjoews éSeito TO mpaypa. 

Theodoret ranges as distinctly on the other side; but his 
pointed words, wpoppyntiKas od mrapacvetiKds, imply the existence 
of a rival view. Theophylact and Gicumenius would interpret 
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dopécamev to the same effect as Chrysostom, but condemn the 
reading and the interpretation with it. 

With regard to the interpretation itself, it may be remarked 
that it is hardly a ready and simple one, and certainly ill assorts 
with the drift of the writer, who is here occupied not with moral 
inculeation, but high teachings of the future destinies of man. 
Chrysostom, however, is so far consistent that he puts a moral 
meaning upon the entire context. 

If then, on the grounds already specified, dopécwpev were 
recognised as having proceeded from the Apostle, there must be 
an accompanying recognition of a-marked peculiarity of language, 
though not confined to this place, but one which has already 
challenged attention (Rom. v..1). On this principle the sense 
of the passage might be given thus: ‘The first man is from earth 
earthy, the second man is from heaven. As is the earthy, such 
too are the earthy ones, and as is the heavenly, such too are the 
heavenly. And as we have worn the likeness of the earthy one, 
let us wear too’—let us count ourselves as destined wearers of — 
‘the likeness of the heavenly one. And this is what I aver, 
brethren, that flesh and blood cannot inherit God’s kingdom, ete.’ 
The words 6 xvtpsos (ver. 47) have here been passed over as a 
glossarial accretion, on the authority of B, C, D pr. man., E, F, 
G, 17, 67 sec. man., the Vulgate, Coptic, etc. 





1 CORINTHIANS XV. 561. 


Tlavres pev ov KownOno opeBa, mavres O¢ GAAayn- 
copa ev aTOUe, K. T. A. 


We shall not all sleep, but we shall all be changed, in a 


moment. 


There are two variations on this place calling for remark, not 
merely by their form and purport, but from the circumstance that 
they possessed currency in early times before the age of Jerome. 
The first is mdvres pev KoupnOnoope0a, ov ravres 5é GAX., the 
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reading of C and of F, G, with the insertion of ody after pév, 
as also of 17, with the further variation GAN ov mdvres. The 
reading of A is confused, but may be allowed to range with these. 
It is also supported by the Aithiopic and Armenian, Jerome, etc. 
The second is wdvres avaotnoopcba, ov mavtes Sé adr., found 
in D pr. man., the Vulgate, and many Latin writers. 

On these it is most important to remark, that though their 
verbal form in the first clause is so different, yet their entire drift 
is the same; a sure mark of artificial origination. Both are 
framed to square with the presumption, that the only change 
occurring among the risen dead would be into a state of glorifi- 
cation. < 

The reading of the common text, with the omission of péy 
in some copies, is that of B, D er. man., E, J, K, and the great 
mass besides, of both Syriac versions, the Coptic and Gothic, with 
many writers. It may be retained without any hesitation. 
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2 CORINTHIANS I. 20. 


"Oca yap emayyeriat Ocov, ev QUT@ TO VAl, Kal 
EV QUT@ TO aunV. 


For all the promises of God in him are yea, [and in him 
\ wherefore through him too is| Amen. 


Instead of the words cai év adr@, 516 Kal Sv avrod is the reading 
of A, B, C, F, G, and seven others, supported by various versions 
and Fathers. 

These authorities would at once claim especial regard, and 
perhaps something more, but for the appearance which the 
reading too plainly wears—a mark, as it were, of its birth— 
the appearance of being no more than an inferential scholium, 
usurping the place of the words to which it was appended, to the 
effect that, because ro du is found in Christ, therefore (610) 
it is that through him (6: avrov) the solemn Amen is given 
in response to offered prayer or praise. 

That such an appendage is no coinage of fancy but a real 
process, is seen from the comment of Theodoret; who, after 
rightly explaining the Apostle’s language, as signifying a realisa- 

‘tion of promises to man on the part of God by means of his Son, 
adds inferentially, ob 67 ydpw Kal 80 adtobd Tov Tis evyapiotias 
aiTe Tpocpépouev Huvov, and more to the same effect. 

The other reading, cai 6’ avrod, found in D pr. man., has 
evidently the same purport and origin. 
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2 CORINTHIANS III. 1. 


> / f C4 A / ry A 
ApxopeOa madly eavTovs ouvioTavely; el py 
y 4 
xpn Gomer, @S TIVES, K.T. AX. 


Do we begin again to commend ourselves? or need we, as 
some, etc. 


Instead of the common reading eé «7, found in A, B apparently, 
J, K, etc., the variation 7 yu is given by C, D, E, F, G, and 
many others, and is generally represented in the versions. 

A variation, however slight in form, like the present, is not 
immaterial if it bestows life and freshness on a passage, especially 
an epistolary one. In its new combination, the particle 7) marks 
an interrogation made in a tone of ironical insinuation. The 
passage may therefore stand thus: dpy. m. & ovmotavew. 7) m7) 
xpntowev, K. T. X%. ‘We are beginning again to recommend 
ourselves. Or is it that we stand in need of recommendatory 
letters to you or from you?’ The interrogation should by all 
means be withdrawn from the first clause, there being in it an 
allusion to the language just preceding. 


2 CORINTHIANS XII. 1. 


Kavyaoa 8 od cvpdéper por, edevoomae yop, 
Ke To 


It is not expedient for me doubtless to glory. I will 
come, ete. 


Instead of the particle 6%}, Se? is the reading of B, D ter. mana, 
E, F, G, J, and about twenty others, both Syriac versions, the 
Gothic, etc., while the Vulgate and Latin writers represent e7 x. 
de. The authorities for the common reading are K, and a con- 
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siderable number besides, the Coptic, Ethiopic, Chrysostom, 
Athanasius, Theodoret, CEcumenius, etc., while 8 is given by 
D pr. man., 114, the Sclavonic version, and Theophylact. 

Besides this, the most material point, on the particle ydo 
there are the variations $é, found in F, G, and three others, and 
expressed in the Vulgate and Coptic; and dé «al, in B, 2138; 
while B, F, G..17, 67 sec. man., also read cupdépov pév, thus 
producing a nice symmetry, especially with respect to the par- 
ticles, which cannot escape a suspicion of artificial origin. 

The preceding facts and considerations, with the addition that 
D pr. man., with the Syriac, and Gothic, omits wos, would favour 
the. following form of the passage: cavydo@au det od oupéper 
édevoopuat yap, x. Tr. ‘ Boast I must—it is no advantage—[I 
say this] for I shall proceed to visions and revelations of the 
Lord.’ 


it 
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GALATIANS III. 1. 


*Q dvonrot Toadara, Tis vpas €Barkaver 7] 
adn beta pp meWecOa ; ois Kar dpbarpovs *In- 
covs Xpioros mpoeypadyn év vpiv eoravpapevos. 


O foolish Galatians, who hath bewitched you, [that ye 
should not obey the truth,| before whose eyes Jesus Christ 
hath been evidently set forth, crucified [among you]? 


The clause 7H Gd. mij. 7. is wanting in A, B, D pr. man., E 
pr. man., F, G, etc., various versions, Jerome, Cyril, and many 
other Fathers. The authorities which support it are C, D éer. 
man., EK see. man., J, K, etc., the common text of the Vulgate, 
the Bitionic, etc. 

There need not be any hesitation in rejecting it as an assimi- 
lative supplement derived from a similar passage (v. 7). 

Great doubt, also, is thrown upon the words év tyiv, by their 
absence from A, B, C, and ten others, the Latin of the Codices 
Amiatinus and Toletanus, the Syriac, etc. They are supported, 
however, by D, E, F, G, J, K, and many others, the common 
text and some copies of the Vulgate, the later Syriac, the Gothic, 
etc. It is at once seen that antiquity of evidence is against 
them. 
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GALATIANS IV. 7. 


Ei 8€ vids, Kat KAnpovopos Ocod dia Xpiorod. 
And tf a son, then an heir [of God through Christ]. 


Instead of the words ©. 6. X., 5a Ocod is the reading of A, 
B, C pr. man., 17, of the Vulgate, Coptic, Clement, Athanasius, 
Basil, Cyril, and other Fathers: da Oedyv of F, G: while from 
versions and other sources evidence is derived of the existence 
of other forms, as dua Xpictod, Ocod, Ocod Xpictov, Ocod dia 
mvevpatos. This fluctuation of shape throws doubt on the 
genuineness of the whole. It is quite possible that the Apostle 
wrote no more than cat KAypovomos, a form which has been noted 
in one MS., 178. 


GALATIANS IV. 14. 


\ XN / N > a if 
Kat rov reipacpov jou Tov ev TH TapKl ov ovK 
> , 
efovevnoare. 


And my temptation which was in my flesh ye despised not. 


The common reading, Tov 7. jov Tov, is that of D ter. man., 
E, J, K, and a great majority besides, the later Syriac, etc., 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Damascenus, and Cécumenius. But. a 
marked variation, tov 7. tuav év Tt. o. pov, is found in A, B, 
C sec. man. (ipav tov), D pr. man., F, G, 17, 39, 67 sec. man., 
the Vulgate, Coptic, Cyril, and the Latin Fathers. 

If the question lay entirely between these two readings, the 
preference would be claimed by the latter, both on account of the 
greater antiquity of its authorities, and because its meaning is less 
simple and obvious. The meaning would be: ‘The trial that you 
had in my flesh,’ that is, those personal circumstances of mine 
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which were a source of trial and difficulty in the way of your 
reception of my mission. 

But it must also be noted that another form, Tov Telpac pov TOV 
év Tt. c. ov, appears in C pr. man., seemingly, and nine others, 
the Syriac, Armenian, Gothic, ete. From this it is possible that 
both the others sprung, by simply appending a pronoun indicating 
the subject of the a eae expressed by the term zretpacpov. 





GALATIANS V. 1. 


TH érevbepia obv 7 X pioros nuas nrevbepace, 
OTNKETE. 


Stand fast therefore in the liberty wherewith Christ hath 
made us free. 


A material effect would be produced upon this passage by the 
absence of the relative 2, since the clause would then become 
an independent sentence, and one which could only be understood 
by recognising in it the representation of a particular intensive 
Hebraism by means of a Dative. But it is important to observe, 
that in other instances of this peculiar usage the Dative is anar- 
throus. 

The word in question is wanting in A, B, C, D pr. man., and 
eight others, the Coptic, etc.; but it should be remarked that, 
of these, A, B, D, together with E, F, G, and others, place spas 
before Xpuords, which may accordingly be taken as its true 
position. But that position would favour an accidental oversight 
of 4 on account of the recurrence of the same letter; and this 
consideration weakens the force of the evidence for the omission 
of that word. There are, therefore, good g grounds for retaining it. 

The position of the particle ody in the common text, which it 
has also in C ¢er. man., J, K, etc., sufficiently indicates a specific 
arrangement of the passage, by which a period commences with 
the words 79 €d. But the particle is placed after ornxere in A, 


ON THE TEXT OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 149 


B, C pr. man., F, G, and some others, in some copies of the 
Vulgate, the Coptic, Gothic, ete.; according to which arrange- 
ment the sense would stand thus: ‘ Wherefore, brethren, we are 
not children of a bondmaid but of the free woman, by the freedom 
with which Christ has freed us. Stand firm then,’ etc. 

In spite, however, of the strong testimony for this position 

of the particle, the question will suggest itself, whether in either 
case its presence is not artificial, noting respectively two different: 
opinions about the order of the sentence: and its entire absence 
from D and E, from the Vulgate, the later Syriac, Jerome, etc., 
would favour an answer in the affirmative. The effect of this 
would be to revive uncertainty respecting the arrangement of 
the passage. 
The reading of F and G, § én, represented also in the Vulgate 
and Gothic, presents a form not likely to have proceeded from 
the writer. It may have been an attempt to remedy the absence 
of the following relative, already noticed. | 





EPHESIANS III. 9. 


45 if a b) 
Tis 7) Kowwvia Tod pvotnpiov Tod amoKeKpup- 
/ 
bevou, K. T. A. 


What is the fellowship of the mystery, which, ete. 


Instead of Kxowwwvia, oixovoyia is the reading of the mass of 
authorities, the common text being found only in a very few 
unimportant MSS.; having arisen probably from a mere error 
in transcription, since its meaning is less simple and easy than 
that afforded by the other: ‘ What is the stewardship [specially 
vested in me] of the secret which has been from all time hidden 
in God, who created all things.’ The words dua Incot Xpictob 
must be discarded, as being wanting in A, B, C, D pr. man., G, 
etc., and a considerable number of versions and Fathers. 
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EPHESIANS V. 5. 


vad , > / 
Tovro yap ecre ywwookovtes. 


For this ye know. 


Totto yap tote ywwooxovtes is the reading of A, B, D pr. man., 
F, G, and about thirty others, the principal versions, Clement, 
Cyprian, and many other Greek and Latin Fathers: the chief 
authorities for the common text being D ter. man., E, J, K, the 
later Syriac, Theodoret, Johannes Damascenus, and Theophylact. 

The evidence is thus clear in favour of the variation; and the 
expression must be viewed as the representative of a common 
intensive Hebraism: ‘ For this you know assuredly.’ 





EPHESIANS VI. 12. 


I, \ \ > XN \ N a / X X 
pos Tas SOP XoS? 7 pos Jee ECOovO0 Las, 7Wpos Tovs 
a a a S, 
KOO LOKpaTopas TOV OKOTOUS TOU ai@vos TOUTOUV. 


Against principalities, against powers, against the rulers of 
the darkness of this world. 


The words rod aiévos are wanting in A, B, D pr. man., F, G, 
17, 67 sec. man., 80, the principal versions, Clement, Origen, 
Tertullian, Cyprian, and many other Greek and Latin Fathers. 

They are a mere gloss, of no higher stamp than the generality 
of such intrusive matter. ‘Our struggle is against the prince- 
doms, the powers, the world-sovereigns of this [realm of | dark- 
ness.’ 
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PHILIPPIANS III. 16. 


TO avr@ oroxeiv Kavov' TO adTo ppoveiy. 
Let us walk [by the same rule, let us mind the same thing y 
uniformly |. 


The latter clause, 76 av. fp., is placed first by D, E, F, G, the 
Vulgate, the Gothic, ete. The word xavove is also found in 
various positions. This is sufficient, especially since means of 
assimilative supplements were at hand (Gal. vi. 16; Phi. ii. 2; 
iv. 2; Ro. xii. 16; 2 Cor. xiii. 11), to throw suspicion on the 
common form of the passage; the principal authorities for which 
are J, K, the later Syriac, Chrysostom, and Theodoret. 

The existence of a shorter form, simply 76 aiT@® orovyeiv, 
accords with this suspicion; a form exhibited by A, B, 17, 67 
sec. man., the Coptic, Sahidic, Aithiopic, Augustine, Hilary, etc. 
This abrupt form may reasonably be regarded as the nucleus 
around which, as is usual in such cases, accretion has gathered. 
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COLOSSIANS I. 6. 


Yi . t nf 1 9 aie 
Kal eort kaprropopovpevoy Kkabos kat ev viv. 


And bringeth forth fruit + and receives increase, + as it 
doth also in you: 


The additional words cai avéavowevoy are found in A, B, C, 
D pr. man., E pr. man., F, G, J, and about thirty others, the. 
bulk of the versions, snl —— Fathers. The principal authority 
for their omission is K. 

They must be added without hesitation to the text, and their 
absence from copies referred to oversight caused by similarity 
of termination in the two participles, aided perhaps by sticho- 
metrical arrangement. (See on Acts iv. 27.) 





COLOSSIANS I. 14. 


aye eOSae/; A > Av é X a o } 
V @ EK OMEV THV ATO UT P@OLV ta TOv QALLATOS 
> a 
QuTOU. 


fn whom we have redemption [through his blood]. 


The words dia r. ai. adrod are wanting in all the uncial MSS., 
and the great majority of the rest, are not represented in the 
Latin of the Codex Amiatinus, the Syriac, Coptic, Sahidic, 
etc., and appear to have been unknown to the generality of the 
Heche, Their character is at once evident. 
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COLOSSIANS II. 2. 


Ei LJ , an / n ce \ A, 
ls EMLYVOOLY TOV pvaTHplov TOV Oeov Kal TATpOS 
S ”~ nN 
kal Tov X pioTou. 


Lo the acknowledgment of the mystery of God, [and of the 
Father, and of Christ]. 


The question on this place respects the genuineness of the 
words xal qr. cal tT. X. 

The bare amount of variation affecting the matter that is found 
following @ecod, is such as to press strongly for the spuriousness 
of every particle, previous to any aula inspection of its 
internal character. 

On the word sratpos it is enough simply to observe, that it 
would be a ready appendage to @eov. The reading 6 éovs 
Xpictés, given by D pr. man., followed by Augustine and 
Vigilius, and nearly represented in the Aithiopic, is from its 
very form an unmistakable gloss on pvornplov, derived probably 
from 1 Ti. ii. 17, while tod év Xpicts, found in 17, is another 
of precisely the same purport. These could not have been 
appended to the text in its present form; and thus their very 
existence is an evidence against it. Such a gloss might further 
have taken the simpler form Xpiorod; but this would rather 
spring from @eod, as is seen in the frequent rivalry of these two 
terms occurring in the body of various readings. Here, then, are 
materials from the accretion and concretion of which an origin 
is furnished for the other various shapes of the disputed portion, 
namely, simply Xpvorod, the reading of B and Hilary; zarpos 
tod Xpictod, of A, C, etc., and some versions; matpds Kal Tod 
Xpiorod, of other MSS. and versions; and the common text, 
which is found in D ter. man., E, J, K, ete. 

There is thus far sufficient ground for discarding the whole, 
and reducing the text to the form in which it actually appears 
in 37, 67 sec. man., 71, 81 pr. man., 116. 
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COLOSSIANS II. 18. 


A Ne ite > rd 
A pn eopakev euBarevor. 


Intruding into those things which he hath not seen. 


A remarkable circumstance, affecting the form and meaning of 
this clause, is the omission of the negative 7 by no less authorities 
than A, B, D pr. man., as well as three others, Tertullian, and 
the Coptic version. Its occasional absence from copies was also 
known to Augustine. 

The resulting meaning of the clause would be: ‘ Plodding the 
ground of things which he has seen,’ that is, busied upon the 
lower sphere of things visible and material: é€u@atedov thus 
receiving a signification an instance of which occurs 2 Mac. ii. 30. 

The common reading is that of C, D ter. man., E, J, K, and 
the MSS. in general, both Syriac versions, the Vulgate, Gothic, 
etc., Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and others. 

The question resolves itself into this, whether the reading, 
thus exhibited by a few ancient authorities, is the result of the 
accidental omission of a small particle—a case far from impos- 
sible; or whether, on the other hand, the negative is an artificial 
remedy for a seeming inconsistency with the preceding words 
Th Opnoxeia tev ayyédkov. The latter view may seem to be 
favoured by the fact that F and G read ov«, which might be 
another form of the same interference; but it may also be 
regarded as a ready variation on the other negative. 
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1 THESSALONIANS IL. 7. 


"AAN éyernOnuev Hrriot ev péeo@ buov. 
But we were | gentle y child-like] among you. 


Instead of #pzrvos, vijrrsoe is given by B, C pr. man., D pr. man., 
F, G, and many others, and is supported by the Old Latin, 
Vulgate, and Coptic, Clement, Origen, Cyril, etc. 

It is at once clear that either reading might have had an 
accidental origin from the other, and both with nearly equal 
likelihood. 

In favour of the common text there are cited A, C sec. man., 
D ter. man., E, J, K, with a great majority besides, both Syriac 
versions, the Sahidic, Chrysostom, Theodoret, etc. 

The term yvy7mvos may seem to wear a strange appearance in 
this place; perhaps to be hardly intelligible. But it will bear 
examination; and if the Apostle says, ‘ We made ourselves vyjzvoe 
among you,’ his language may be taken to mean, that, notwith- 
standing their divine illumination and high commission, they had 
adopted a demeanour among their converts as unassuming and 
simple as mere children. 

If the various reading be adopted, as being the more difficult 
and figurative term, and possessed of a preponderance of ancient 
testimony, a period must be put at the end of the clause to detach 
it from the succeeding context, which introduces a change of 
metaphor. 
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1 TIMOTHY I. 4. 


¢ eZ / cal x > if 
Airwes Cytnoves Tapéxovor paddAov 7 oikodopiay 
a | 
Ocov Thy ev Tite. 


Which minister questions, rather than godly edifying which 
is in faith. 


The term ofxodouiay appears to rest solely on D éer. man., but 
its equivalent ofxoSoujv is the original reading of that MS., and 
is expressed in the Vulgate, Gothic, Peshito, and the margin 
of the later Syriac, and it appears also to have been read by 
Trenzeus, as it is by various Latin Fathers: it is therefore ancient. 

But when placed by the side of its rival oékovoulav, it has 
at once the appearance of affording a readier signification, and 
so far has its claim weakened. The latter, too, is the unvarying 
reading of the bulk of the MSS., and must accordingly be 
adopted; so that the sense would be: ‘ Inasmuch as they give 


rise to debatings rather than steward-service of God done in 
faith.’ 





1, TIMOTHY. IM. 3. 


M1 rapowov, un TAnKTHY, My aio poxepoi. 
Not given to wine, no striker, | not greedy of filthy lucre|. 


The presence of the words 2) aicypoxepd} in the common 
text of this passage, the authority for which is quite insignificant, 
must be noted as an instance of assimilative influence, operating 
wherever there is an opening. The words in question might 
be readily suggested by the succeeding context (ver. 8), but they 
are directly supplied from the parallel place (Tit. i. 7). 
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TIMOTHY Al.) 16: 


\ € ie 4 > a 
Kat omodroyovpévas péya eari To rhs evoeBelas 
/ \ 3 / 
pvatnpiov: Oeos ehavepoOn ev oapkl, kK. T. X. 


And without controversy, great is the mystery of godliness : 
[God x who y which] was manifest in the flesh, ete. 


On the common reading @eds there are the two variations 
ds and 6; but these, since they differ only by a grammatical 
shade, range together in a joint rivalry of the other reading. 
The mechanical connection, however, is between és and @eds, 
and that, too, of close approximation, under their respective 
forms OG and @6C; so that each might be readily evolved from 
the other, whether by accident or design. 

The common reading is that of the great bulk of MSS., the 
most important, however, being D ter. man., J, K. Of versions, 
it is represented only in the Arabic of the Polyglot and the 
Sclavonic, neither of which is of any weight in the criticism 
of the text; so that it may be regarded as finding no support 
in this department of evidence. 

The severe mechanical scrutiny to which the older MSS. which 
contain the passage have been subjected—B, E, H, being defec- 
tive —leaves, at length, no doubt as to their real reading; so that 
it may be safely stated, that A pr. man., C pr. man., F, G, 17, 
73, 181, have és, and D pr. man. 6. 

A pronominal rendering is also found in every version except 
the two already named, that is, in the Latin of the Greek-Latin 
MSS., the Vulgate, both Syriac versions, the Coptic, Sahidic, 
Ethiopic, Armenian, and Gothic; in all, in fact, whose evidence 
is of any account. 

The testimony of MSS. is thus in respect of antiquity decidedly 
adverse to the common text; while that of versions is, to all 
intents and purposes, entirely one sided. In these two depart- 
ments, then, there is no direct evidence still extant, of an early 
currency of that form of the passage. 

In places like the present, having a marked dogmatic signifi- 
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cance, the enquiry is especially drawn to patristic testimony ; but 
on account of that significance it must be cited warily, because 
the propensity of copyists to conform the citations made by their 
authors from the New Testament to the current text with which 
they were themselves familiar, would, in such cases, come par- 
ticularly into play. 

The following Greek writers have distinct references to the 
passage, but couched in such terms as are incompatible with the 
reading of the common text, namely, Clement of Alexandria as 
cited by Cicumenius, Origen, Theodotus, Epiphanius, Gregory 
Nyssene, Basil, Nestorius, and Cyril of Alexandria. From the 
last mentioned writer it may be well to give one quotation, since 
@ecos has crept into the current text of his works: su) eiddTes.... 
TO péya THS evoeBelas puoTHpLov, TovTécTs XpioTov, Os éda- 
vepoOn, xk. Tt. r. ‘Not knowing the Sales mystery of godliness, 
that is Christ, who was manifested, ete.’ 

Those passages must, in the next place, be put sdiquadieer aside, 
the only connection of which with the present place is, that they 
are expressions of the same dogmatic sentiment as is conveyed 
by the common form of the text, namely, Godhead manifested 
in flesh. Such have been cited from Ignatius, Hippolytus, and 
the Apostolical Constitutions. 

But there are others which undoubtedly deal with the present 
passage, but on which the question arises, whether they were 
written with the reading Oeds actually before the authors, or 
merely under the influence of the dogmatic view just mentioned, 
assumed as an established truth and vividly impressed upon their 
minds. Of this kind is Theodoret’s explanation of the term 
pvaoTyp.oy, namely, Oeos yap av Kal Ocod vids, cal ddpatov éxov 
tiv pvow, Shros dracw evavOpwrncas éyéveto. cahds Sé Has 
tas dbo pices édibakev, év capkl yap THv Ociav ébn havepwOhvat 
diow. ‘For being God and Son of God, and having his nature 
an invisible one, he became clearly visible by putting on man- 
hood. And distinctly has he taught us the two natures, for he 
said that the divine nature was manifested in flesh. Of the 
same kind, also, is the statement of Christ’s unity of person made 
by Dionysius of Alexandria: &y adrod rpdcwrov, ddpatos eds 
kal oparos yevouevos, Oeds yap épavepwoOn év capki. ‘ His person 
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is one, invisible God become also visible, for God was manifested 
in flesh.’ Certain expressions of Gregory Nyssene must necessarily 
be referred to the latter case, unless, as is by no means unlikely, 
his text has been corrupted. 

With regard to the comment of Chrysostom on this place, the 
present text of his works certainly exhibits Oeds; but a want 
of clearness and coherence might well countenance a suspicion 
that here, too, there had been tampering. This suspicion is 
reduced to a certainty, by the good service which a Catena has 
rendered in embalming the comment in its pure form, a form 
incompatible with a knowledge or adoption of the reading @eds 
on the part of the great commentator. 

The later writers Johannes Damascenus, (icumenius, and 
Theophylact, undoubtedly agree with the common text. 

With the exception of a preference for 65 on the part of 
Jerome, the reading of the entire Latin Church is quod. 

On the field, then, of patristic testimony, the evidence, in 
respect both of numbers and antiquity, strongly preponderates 
against the common text, even if Dionysius and Theodoret 
should be counted among its supporters. 

The main question may now be considered as settled on the 
score of positive evidence; but if this were not decisive, there 
would be an important enquiry still to be met, namely, how 
it is that a passage, so pointedly dogmatic as the common reading 
would make it, is not constantly employed in those writings 
where its service would be so signal. For instance, no such 
appearance is presented by the genuine text of Athanasius. To 
this only one answer can be given; especially when it is con- 
sidered, that controversialists were not wont to leave any matter 
which could be pressed into their service, inclusum in tabulis, 
tanquam gladium in vagina reconditum. 

With regard to the remaining question between ds and @,. it 
may be stated that they are respectively supported by the Gothic 
and Latin versions, the others affording no certain evidence of 
a more precise kind than their representation of a pronominal 
term. It may also be remarked, that grammatical formality 
would tend to evolve 6 from 6s, while the assignment of a per- 
sonal signification to the term pvatipiov, which was the prevail- 
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ing view, would favour the opposite effect. The evidence of 
MSS., as has been seen, is on the side of ds. 

According to that ancient view the sense would be: ‘And 
confessedly great is the mystery of godliness [in the person of 
him], who [mystery notwithstanding] was manifested in flesh, 


ete.’ 


If the rejection of the common reading of this passage robs 
it of a ready dogmatic handle, it at the same time leaves unim- 


paired its deep dogmatic significance. 


1 TIMOTHY IV x82: 


3 A , / a fal > Vg 
AAG TUTOS yivoUv TOY TLOTOY, EV Aoye, €v ava- 
fa > 3 / > St. 
oTpopy, ev AYA, EV TVEVLATL, K. T. A. 
But be thou an example of the believers, in word, in con- 
versation, in charity, [in spirit], etc. 


The words év mvevpuare are wanting in A, C, D, F, G, and 
about ten others, as well as many versions and F athers, their 
principal authorities being J, K, and some late commentators. 
They are certainly spurious. 





1 TIMOTHY VI. 5. 


> / > \ Oo % 
Agioraco ard Trev ToLOvTeY. 


From such withdraw thyself. 


This clause, though found in J, K, both Syriac versions, many 
Greek writers, etc., is wanting in A, D pr. man., F, G, 17, 67 
sec. man., 93, the Vulgate, Coptic, Sahidic, ZEthiopic, Gothic, 
ete.; and thus the force of evidence preponderates against its 
genuineness. 
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1 TIMOTHY VI. 19. 


"Iva emrdaBovrat ths aioviov Cans. 
That they may lay hold on [eternal life ¥ that which is 
really life}. 


Instead of aiwviov, dvtws is the reading of A, D pr. man., 
E pr. man., F, G, and many others, the versions in general, and 
many Greek and Latin Fathers. 

The common reading, which is found in D ¢er. man., E see. 
man., J, K, etc., is evidently a usurping gloss, which weakens 
the antithetic point of the sentence. One copy, by reading 
aiwviov dvTws, exhibits it as simply intrusive. 





2 TIMOTHY TV.;1. 


Atopaptipopo obv éym évortov tod Oeod Kat 
tov Kupiov ‘Inoob X piorov Tob HEA AOVTOS Kpl- 
ve Cavras Kal veKpous Kara THY emipaveray avTov 
kal Thy Bacwrciay avrod. 


I charge thee therefore before God, and the Lord Jesus 
Christ, who shall judge the quick and the dead at his 
appearing and his kingdom. 


The words ody éy® may at once be expunged as being absent 
from A, C, D pr. man., F, G, J, etc., and many versions oe 
Fathers, as may also rod ‘Kypiov on similar grounds. 

The important question arises on the reading xai for xara, 
which is found in A, C, D pr. man., F, G, 17, 67 sec. man., the 
Latin of the Codex Amiatinus and others, the Coptic, Cyril, ete. 

12 
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A reading so supported at once challenges special attention, 
and this is further enforced if it presents difficulty or peculiarity. 
A form which had obtained a currency such as is here indicated, 
must have been at least intelligible; and the question at once 
arises, what is the sense to be assigned to it? The passage in this 
shape might be rendered: ‘I solemnly avouch, before God and 
Christ Jesus who is to be judge of quick and dead, both his 
appearing and his kingdom;’ an interpretation which is recognised 
as admissible by Chrysostom. But this meaning deprives the 
passage of all apparent connexion with the entire context, which 
is occupied with very different matters, and it further involves 
an inconsistency, because the Apostle is made to end with pro- 
testing the truth of a doctrine which he had just assumed by 
implication in the words Tod p. x. €. K. v. 

The words éipdvevay and Bactdelav, however, may still be 
in direct government by dvayaptipowas, though in a different 
sense, namely, as objects of adjuration, but such as would not 
admit of a continuation of the construction with évémuv. The 
whole would thus be an adjuration prefatory to a practical injunc- 
tion; of which an instance has already occurred in the former 
Epistle (v. 21). “T make earnest adjuration, before God and 
Christ Jesus who is to be judge of quick and dead, both by his 
appearing and his kingdom: publish the word, ete.’ 





2 TIMOTHY IV. 14. 
"Aroden aire 6 Kupwos kare re Epya abvrod. 
The Lord [reward x will reward] him according to his works. 
An apparently significant variation, drodéceu, is given by A, 


C, D pr. man., E pr. man., F, G, and about fifteen others, the 
Vulgate in its current text, etc.; the common reading being 
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that of D ter. man., E sec. man., J, K, and many others, the 
Latin of the Codices Amiatinus and Toletanus, J erome, etc. 

The force of the evidence in favour of the variation suffers 
abatement from the consideration, that it at once clears the 
Apostle from all appearance of revengeful imprecation, a circum- 
stance which might suggest or foster it. Those commentators, 
therefore, as Theodoret and Theophylact, who abide by the 
common reading but do not view it as absolutely imprecatory, 
were probably right. 





TITUS II. 7. 


‘Ev ry Sdackaria advapOopiav. 


In doctrine shewing uncorruptness. 


A slightly varied form, é@oplar, is given by A, C, D pr. man., 
E pr. man., K, 17, and about forty others. From this af@oviay, - 
which is found in F and G, has to all appearance sprung by 
accident, and, in this view, is indirectly an evidence for it. 

The common reading, which is supported by D ter. man., E 
sec. man., J, etc., may be regarded as originally a gloss, marking 
the signification of af@opiay more pointedly; and to the same 
source may be referred dyveiav, added by C and others, and 
ap0apaiay after ceuvornta, by D ter. man., J, K, ete. 
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PHILEMON 7. 
Xapw yap éxomev TOAAHY, K. T. Xr. 


For we have great joy and consolation, ete. 


The common reading in this place is that of J, K, and a very 
great majority of MSS., while A, C, D, E, F, G, and some 
others, have yapdv. 

The variation, being thus slight in form, might at first sight 
be taken to be the issue of mere accident, attended, as is usual 
in such cases, with some difficulty of decision. 

It is important, however, to observe that Theophylact and 
other Greek commentators read yapiv, giving at the same time 
xapdv as the exponent of its use in this place: of which use there 
is another instance (2 Cor. i. 15); where also Chrysostom writes, 
xapw Sé évrad0a yapav réyer. 

This use of ydpev, which might be expressed by the terms 
‘ ratification,’ ‘satisfaction,’ is unusual, not being absolutely the 
same with its occasional employment to convey the idea of grati- 
fication of physical origin (Plato Gorg. p. 462); but, as being 
such, it imparts to the reading a mark of genuineness, and also 
suggests a ready origin for the variation in the way of an inter- 
pretative gloss. 

The fact of the currency of the above mentioned explanation 
of ydépw neutralises the evidence of versions, which would other- 
wise favour yapdv; because gaudium of the Latin, for instance, 
may as well have represented yapwy so interpreted, as yapdv. 

In the conflict of external evidence yapw has thus a distinct 
claim on the ground, that it exhibits a peculiarity of usage 
in contrast with so ordinary a term as yapav: and, though it 
might have sprung from this latter by accident, it would hardly, 
even in that case, have maintained its ground, and obtained that 
wide currency which appears from existing documents. In this 
case mere numerical amount of MSS. is important, because it 
prevails, in spite of an internal peculiarity of usage, and the con- 
temporaneous existence of another reading of ordinary complexion. 
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HEBREWS IL. 7. 


Kat xareorn STOV €Tl TH € 5 d 
THOUS AVTOV ETL TA EPya TOY KELPOV 
oov. — 


[And didst set him over the works of thy hands. | 


This entire clause, though retained in A, C, D pr. man., E, 
etc., and various versions, is wanting in B, D ter. man., J, K, 
and a great majority besides, probably also in the Peshito, and 
marked with suspicion in the later Syriac. 

In this conflict of weighty authorities it is important to remark, 
that its presence completes the citation, but is not required for 
the application here made of the passage from the Psalm. Accor- 
dingly, it becomes at once suspected of artificial introduction, 
probably as a marginal appendage in the first instance, and can 
hardly be viewed as a genuine purt of the Epistle. 

A similar process may be recognised in the clause 7 Ponréide 
katato&evOnoeras (xii. 20), which is certainly an interpolation. 


HEBREWS VII. 16. 


A Ny the > a an , 
Os ov KaT& vomov EvToAnS TapKLKHs yEeyoveEr. 


Who is made, not after the law of a carnal commandment. 


Here capxivns is the reading of A, B, C pr. man., D pr. man., 
J, and a considerable number besides, as well as of various 
Fathers: and on this authority it may be at once placed in the 
text. 

The case is precisely similar to one which has been already 
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discussed (Rom. vii. 14; 1 Cor. iii. 1), and reference may there- 
fore be made to that place, with the additional remark applicable 
to the present instance in particular, that the variation expresses 
more directly and strongly mortality and transitoriness, in oppo- 
sition to the antithetical clause, cata Stvapw Sons dxatandvrov. 


HEBREWS IX. 1. 


5 4 c \ , 
Eiye pev. ody kal n mpoTn oKnrvn SikaLopara 
Aarpeias. 


Then verily the first covenant had also ordinances of 
divine service. 


The authority for the word oxyvy is so trifling in amount and 
character as to be of no real account whatever: but the case 
is worthy of notice, as showing that incongruity with the context 
and consequent absurdity were no bar to a place in the margin 
and subsequent intrusion into the text itself. 


HEBREWS X. 34. 


Kat yap rois Serpois pou ovverabnoare. 


For ye had compassion of [me in my bonds y the prisoners]. 


On the expression tofs Secpois jou there is the marked varia- 
tion tots Secpiows, exhibited by A, D pr. man., 67 sec. man., 73, 
etc., the Vulgate, Coptic, both Syriac versions, and a considerable 
number of Greek and Latin Fathers. The principal authorities 
for the common text are D ter. man., E, J, K. Origen has 
simply ros Secyots ; and the old Latin rendering vinculis eorum 
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seems to have sprung from the same bare reading by an arbitrary 
supplement of the pronoun, a reading which may be regarded as 
having itself sprung from tofs Secplous by error in transcription. 
The same reading, too, would readily receive wov as an appen- 


dage, under an impression of the Pauline authorship of the 
Epistle. 





HEBREWS XI. 13. 


, \ / {é 
TToppobev avras idovres kat aomacopevor kal 
meio Oévres. 

Having seen them afar off, [and were persuaded of them, | 


and embraced them. 


The words xal mevoOévres rest upon the slightest possible 
ground, and have evidently sprung as a gloss from domacdpevor. 





HEBREWS XII. 18. 


Od yap mpocedAnrAvbare ynrahwmervp Oper Kat 


\ 
KEKAULEV@ TUpl, K. T. Xr. 


For ye are not come unto the mount that might be touched, 
and that burned with fire, ete. 


A remarkable omission in this place, namely, of the term dpee, 
is seen in A, C, 17, 47, and represented in the important Latin 
authorities, the Codices Amiatinus, Demidovianus, Harleianus, 
and Toletanus, the Syriac, Coptic, Sahidic, Aithiopic, etc. 

According to this omission the sense would be: ‘ For ye have 
not approached to a fire palpable and blazing, and to gloom, and 
darkness, and storm, ete.’ 
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HEBREWS XIII. 9. 


na \ , 
ASayais morxiraus Kat E€vors pn TepupeperGe. 


Be not carried {about y aside| with divers and strange doctrines. 


The common text is here mainly supported by J, K, etc.; but 
mapahépecOe is the reading of A, C, D, and a great number 
besides, the Vulgate, Coptic, etc., and many Fathers, and must 
be accepted without hesitation. 

In the common reading may be traced the influence of another 
place of like import (Eph. iv. 14). 

A precisely similar case occurs Jude 12. 


JAMES I. 19. 


tA y a a4 
Dare, aderAhoi pov ayamnroi, €oTw Tas avOpo- 
TOS, K. T. A. 


Wherefore, my beloved brethren, let every man be, ete. 


The form and meaning of this sentence are considerably affected 
by two variations; ore, the reading of A with the addition of 6é, 
B, C, 73, 83, represented also by the Old Latin in ff, the Vulgate, 
Coptic, Armenian, the margin of the later Syriac, etce., while 
B, C, 81, at the same time have écrw Sé, supported by ff, the 
Vulgate, Coptic, etc., and A, 13, cal dorm. The common text 
rests mainly on G, J, and a number of others. 

In accordance with the above mentioned ancient authorities 
the passage would stand thus: lore, adeAdot wou ayarntol. éoTw 
8é «.7.d. ‘Ye know it, beloved brethren: but let every man 
be quick for hearing, etc.’ And so the Vulgate. 
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JAMES II. 5. 


Ovx 0 Oecds eferéEaro TOUS TEDXOvS TOU KOO LOU 
TOUTOU, K. T. A. 


Hath not God chosen the poor of this world, ete. 


In the first place, tovrov is omitted by A sec. man., G, J, 
and a considerable number besides, and has nothing answering 
to it in various versions; while the later Syriac expresses év TO 
koop@, which is also found in some copies, and the Vulgate év 
TOUT@® TO KOT MO. 

All this is cleared up by the entrance of the simple reading 
7® xoop@, furnished by A pr. man., B, C; according to which 
the sense of the passage is: ‘Did not God choose out those that 
are poor by worldly condition, rich ones in faith, etc.’ 


JAMES II. 18. 


AetEov poe THY TiaTW cov eK TOV Epyov ov, 

Kayo SeiEw vor ex TOV Epyov pov THY TioTW pov. 

Shew me thy faith without thy works, and I will shew thee 
_my faith by my works. 


On the authority of A, B, C, and many others, as well as the 
versions in general, ywpis should be substituted in the former 
clause for é«, which is the reading of G, and a few others; and, 
at the same time, the latter cov, though found in C, G, etc., 
should be omitted, as being wanting in A, B, and four others, 
the Old Latin in ff, the Vulgate, Coptic, Sahidic, and both 
Syriac versions; as also the corresponding pov, with B, C, ff, 
etc. ‘But some one will say, Thou hast faith and I have works. 
—Shew me [if thou canst] thy faith apart from its works, and 
I will shew thee from my works the faith’ that actuates them. 
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JAMES IIL. 3. 


a XN \ \ / 
"[Sov, Tav immav Tovs yadwvous cis TA TTOMATA 


BadAopev. 


Behold, we put bits in the horses’ mouths. 


The authority for the particle (Sod is quite insignificant ; but 
i8e, which may be taken as an equivalent to it, is the reading 
of C and about forty others. It is unlikely, however, that the 
writer would have immediately varied his form to ié0d—about 
which in the following place there is no doubt—without any 
motive or resulting effect ; and with this observation there con- 
spires the fact, that ei 5é is the reading of A, B, G, J, and about 
twenty others, and is represented in the Old Latin in ff, the 
Vulgate, Coptic, etc. This must accordingly be adopted. 

The connexion of the sentence, as expressed by this form, 
is simple and easy, leaving dod to be introductory to a more 
imposing similitude in illustration, in the next verse. ‘If any 
one does not trip in word, here is a perfect man, able to bridle 
also the entire body. And if we put the horses’ bits into their 
mouths, that they may be obedient to us, we sway also their 
entire body. Lo, the ships too, etc.’ 
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JAMES III. 12. 


4 > e = 
Ovros ovdeuia any aAvKOY Kal yAvVKU ToLAoaL 
vdap. 


So can no fountain both yield salt water and fresh. 


This clause takes the shorter form, ore dAvKoy yAuKd Tr. 0., 
in A, B, C, 83, etc., the Old Latin in ff, the Vulgate, etc. 

The common text which is given by G, J, the later Syriac, 
etc., has the appearance of having sprung from a desire to round 
off the sentence in precise correspondence with its commencement 
in the preceding verse; or it may have been an artificial remedy 
for the embarrassment arising from an accidental substitution in 
transcription of ottws for ovre. 

‘Does the spring vent from the same opening the sweet and 
the bitter? Can, my brethren, a fig tree produce olives, or 
a vine figs? [No] nor yet can brackish water produce sweet.’ 


JAMES IV. 12. 


@ , 
Eis éarw 6 vomoberns. 


There is one lawgiver + and judge. 


The words «al «pits are found added in A, B, and about 
forty others, as well as in the versions in general, and various 
writers. Their omission was probably accidental, caused by a 
recurring termination, aided perhaps by stichometry. (See on 
Acts iv. 27). 
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1 PETER I. 22, 23. 


Tas puxas DpOV ayuewores év TH VTAKO? TNS 
adn Getas dua Mvevparos eis prraderpiay avuToKpl- 
TOY, €K Kabapas Kapdias aXda ous ayarnoare 
EKTEVOS, dvaryeyevnpevor OUK €k O7Tropas pOapris 
COV a&pOaprov, duc Adyou Cevros Ocod Kal pwévov- 
Tos eis Tov aiava. 


Seeing ye have purified your souls in obeying the truth 
[through the Spirit] unto unfeigned love of the brethren, see 
that ye love one another with [a pure] heart fervently: being 
born again, not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible, by 
the word of God, which liveth and abideth | for ever]. 


The compass of this passage includes three instances of ques- 
tioned matter. First, the words 80a mvedmaros are wanting in 
A, B, C, 18, 27, 73, and are not represented in the Vulgate, 
Coptic, Ethiopic, Armenian, and both Syriac versions: in the 
face of which ancient evidence their genuineness cannot be main- 
tained. Again, xafapds is also wanting in A, B, and is thus 
rendered doubtful: but an omission might have arisen from the 
consecutive similar endings. 

The final words eis tov ai@va, though supported by G, J, etc., 
several versions, Theophylact, and Cicumenius, are wanting in 
A, B, C, etc., the Codex Demidovianus, and other Latin copies, 
the Coptic, Armenian, and later Syriac, Cyril, and Jerome. 
This strong evidence, combined with the appearance which the 
words wear, of an assimilative supplement from the succeeding 
context (ver. 25), hardly leaves a doubt that they are spurious. 

It may be also noticed that the common reading avOperrov, 
in the next verse, affords an instructive instance of a process 
to be traced in many places, by which the citations have been 
brought into agreement with the text of the Septuagint. In this 
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case the variation adrijs is placed beyond all doubt, as being the 


reading of A, B, C, G, J, etc., the Vulgate, Coptic, Athiopic, 
both Syriac versions, etc. 


1 PETER II. 2. 


Y > SA 5) a 
Iva ev aire avénOnre. 


That ye may grow thereby +- to Sune 


After av&nOjre the words eis cwrnplay are added in A, B, C, 
J, and more than fifty others, besides the versions in general, 
Clement, Cyril, ete. 

The words by themselves might be viewed as possibly a glos- 
sarial appendage, and this possibility would have some weight 
if the evidence were conflicting ; but the confluence of authorities 
demands for them an unhesitating admission into the text not- 
withstanding ; leaving their absence from G and others to be 


referred to accidental oversight, probably in transcription from 
a stichometrical copy. 


PETER T's, 


Tlavres opodpoves, ocvpmabets, pradergor, €v- 
oTrAayxot, piroppoves. 


Be ye ail of one mind, having compassion one of another ; 
as brethren, be pitiful, [be courteous \ lowly-minded]. 


In the place of the term puAddpoves, A, B, C, and many others, 
give ramewddpoves, which is also represented in the Latin of the 
Codices Amiatinus and Demidovianus, both Syriac versions, the 
Coptic, Armenian, etc. 
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A combination of the two readings is exhibited by G and 
others, and by the common text of the Vulgate; and it might 
be suggested, that this fuller form, being original, had given rise 
to the other two by an oversight of either term in transcription, 
caused by the similar endings. 

This is certainly possible; but there can be little doubt that 
urcdpoves was originally an interlinear gloss on evomdayxvot, 
becoming in some copies usurping, in others simply intrusive. 





1 PETER III. 15. 


of \ \ if > n , 
Kvpwyv 6€ rov Ocdv ayuoare ev tats Kapdias 
ULOV. 


But sanctify the Lord [ God y Christ] in your hearts. 


The common text here rests upon G, J, and later authorities ; 
while Xpuotév is given instead of Ocdv by AynB, (C)-7,.dsicetes 
expressed also in the Vulgate, Coptic, Sahidic, Armenian, both 
Syriac versions, etc. : 

If this evidence needed any further support, it would be fur- 
nished by the circumstance, that the variation gives a striking 
instance of that tacit adaptation of the language of the Old Testa- 
ment to present spiritualities, which is a strong characteristic 
of this Epistle. 
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~ 


1 PETER IIL 20. 


"Ore anak e&ed€éxero 1) Tod Ocod paxpoOvpia. 


When [once the longsuffering of God waited \ the longsuffer- 
ing of God was waiting out]. 


In place of the not very intelligible reading drat é£edéyero, 
and another still less so, da€ édéyero, the former resting on no 
authority, the latter on a trifling amount; a mass of evidence 
of every kind at once establishes the clear and appropriate term 
amegedéyeTo. 


1 PETER IIL 21. 


=Q VY ea >’ , : a 1¢ B y 
. t KQL NMaS QUTLTUTIOV. VUV OWCEL PATTTLO LA. 


The like figure whereunto, even baptism, doth also now save us. 


Instead of @, which is very slightly supported, 6 is given by 
the great mass of authorities of every kind. Such a corruption 
would be likely to arise, both on*account of the composition 
of the word dytirvrov, and the readier grammatical construction 
of the entire clause that results from it. 

The effect produced on the sense by the restoration of the true 
reading is not very material. ‘Which [element], in answering 
fashion, now saves us too, namely, baptism.’ 
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1 PETER IV. 14. 


Ki oveideo Ve ev ‘ovomare Xpicrov, HaKeLpLoes 
OTL TO THs bogs Kat TO TOD Ocod Trvedpa ep vpas 
dvarraverau Kara pev adrors BAaogdnpetrat, Kare 
d€ vas So€aCerat. 


Tf ye be reproached for the name of Christ, happy are 
ye; for the Spirit of glory and of God resteth upon you: 
[on their part he is evil spoken of, but on your part he is 


glorified}. t 


In the first place, the words cal duvdpews are added after d0&s 
in A, and more than twenty-five others; but they are omitted 
in B apparently, G, J, and many others, and are not acknow- 
ledged by the Latin in the Codices Amiatinus and Luxoviensis, 
the Syriac, Clement, Tertullian, Cyril, etc. 

The word duvduews has certainly the appearance of a gloss, 
indicating the sense to be attached in this place to the expression 
To tT. O. mv.; and with this agrees the circumstance, that several 
versions which represent the word, as the Sahidic, AXthiopic, 
and later Syriac, put it in connexion with Oecod. 

Under all these circumstances, the claim of the words in 
question to a place in the text cannot be regarded as established. . 

The more important question affects the genuineness of the 
latter portion of the passage, namely, cata wev... . So€a&erau. 

It is omitted in A, B, and about twenty others, the Vulgate, 
Coptic, Aithiopic, Armenian, and also by Tertullian and others; 
its principal supporters being G, J, the Latin in the Codices 
- Harleianus and Toletanus, the Sahidic, and later Syriac, the last, 
however, marking it with an asterisk. 

The evidence is thus decidedly adverse. Its appearance, too, 
is that of a mere comment, feebly repeating the circumstances 
implied in the words immediately preceding; and, as such, ill 
according with the vigorous strain of the context and of the 
entire Epistle. 
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2. PETER 1.73. 


Tov kadécavros nucs dia SoEns Kat aperis. 


Of him that hath called us [to glory and virtue \ by his own 
glory and excellence}. 


Here, idig d0& Kal apery is the reading of A, C, and a con- 
siderable number besides, supported by the Vulgate, the evidence 
of other versions being somewhat indistinct; while on the other 
side are B apparently, G, J, etc. 

Variation in this place has probably arisen from mere accident. 
In fact, the common reading might have had its origin in an 
omission of the first letter in the word ié/a, leaving an unintelli- 
gible result to which the next copyist might apply a mistaken 
remedy. Erroneous attempts on the part of transcribers to rectify 
something palpably wrong are a possible source of various read- 
ings, which has not been sufficiently noticed. 

But still the cause may have been from the first artificial, 
for the purport of the two readings is substantially the same; 
in which view the preference would be claimed by the common 
text, because its expression is the less simple and explicit of the 
two. 

A case admitting of similar observations is furnished by another 
variation presently occurring, namely, peddsjow (ver. 12), found 
in A, B, C, etc., and supported by the Vulgate, Coptic, Sahidic, 
Armenian, etc.; evidence with which internal considerations 
combine to claim a decision in its favour. 
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2 PETER II. 2. 


, > a nr 3 
Kat moddoi eEaxordovOncovew avrov Tais amro- 
Aelats. 


And many shall follow [their pernicious ways y their wan- 
tonnesses |. 


The common reading dzwAeclais appears to rest solely on an 
insignificant amount of MS. authority; but the variation dcen- 
ryetats has the general support of MSS. both in weight and 
number, as well as that of all the versions. 

Thus far there is presented the remarkable and in itself per- 
plexing circumstance, that, while the various reading has an 
overwhelming weight of testimony, the other seems to bear a 
mark of genuineness in the very strangeness of the term. All, 
however, is cleared up by the context, from which the word 
has obviously sprung, whether by simple accident or assimilation. 





2 PETER IL 18. 


Sidot Kat Mepot evrpuparres €v Tails amarais 
AaUTOV, TVVEVMYOUVMEVOL UMOV. 
Spots they are and blemishes, sporting themselves [with 


their own deceivings in their love-feasts], while they feast 
with you. 


JUDE 12. 
Oiroi ciow ev Tais ayamas budv omdades, cUV- 
EVOXOU[LEVOL APOBas. 
These are spots in your feasts of charity, when they feast 
with you, feeding themselves without fear. 


The similarity of language in the entire contexts to which 
these passages belong is remarkable; and if they at the same time 
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originally differed in some particular expression, a mutually 
assimilative influence on this point would be reasonably looked 
for, on account of their general approximation. Such a point 
is afforded in the respective terms dmdrais and a@ydmais, with 
the additional circumstance of an approach between the words 
in their outward shape. 

In accordance with such expectation, aydzrais is the reading, 
in the first passage, of A sec. man., but apparently proceeding 
from the copyist himself, B, the Vulgate, the Peshito, the margin 
of the later Syriac, the Sahidic, etc.; while the common reading 
is that of the MSS. in general, the Coptic, the later Syriac, ete. 

Again, in the other place, dmdraus is found in A, C, and three 
others. It is, however, unintelligible ; and, if it be not the result 
of pure accident, can be due only to the influence of the parallel 
place. There, indeed, the various reading has considerable sup- 
port; but, since the existence of variation may be best referred 
to an original difference at this point, the common reading should 
be retained, since in the latter passage dydzrats is unquestionable. 

The facts of the case are, however, curious and instructive 
in a critical light. 





2 PETER II. 18. 


a Q > 5 , 
Acrcafovow e€v emrlOvjiiats gapkos, ev aceAyeiats 
SY oS / 
Tous OVTws atopuyovTas, K. T. A. 


They allure through the lusts of the flesh, through much 
wantonness, those that were clean escaped. 


In the first place, the authority for the preposition before aced- 
yelass is so insignificant that it may be at once discarded; the 
resulting expression being that of A, B, CO, G, J, and many 
others, the Sahidic, etc. 

There is, however, a variation, doeAyelas; and though no 
uncial MS. is cited for it, it is given by about twenty others, 
including several of the most important of the class. The result- 
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ing form would be a Hebraism, év émvOuplais capKds aoedyelas, 
signifying, ‘By lusts of wanton flesh.’ (Compare Rom. viii. 3 
for a similar grammatical form.) Marked Hebraisms have a 
strong internal claim, because there could be no tendency on 
the part of copyists to generate or spread them. 

More important, however, is a variation affecting the word 
évtws, namely, dd¢yws. The two words are so widely remote in 
meaning —unless the rare term é6d/yes were taken as equivalent 
to ddéyou, ‘almost’—that the variation must be referred to pure 
accident, and the decision must be simply by documentary 
evidence. For the variation there are cited A, B, and seven 
others, most of the versions, Epiphanius, Jerome, Augustine, 
etc.: on the other side, C, G, J, and others, the Armenian, 
Theophylact, Gicumenius, etc. A few copies read oAtyov, which, 
being merely an improvement in the way of purer usage, is. thus 
an indirect evidence for 6dtyws. This reading must be adopted, 
-and also dzrogetryovras, on similar grounds: so that the expression 
would be, tods ddtyws arofevyovtas, ‘Those that are gone a 
little way in escaping.’ 


2 PETER III. 3. 


> / Le , a e a > a 
Edevoovra ew eoyarov Tov nuepav EuTraikrat. 


There shall come in the last days + bitter + scoffers. 


Before €uzraixras the words év éumavywovp are inserted in A, 
B, C, and many others, the versions in general, Chrysostom, 
Cyril, and the Latin writers, thus producing a Hebraic form 
of intensiveness. 

This evidence would require their admission, even without 
the further consideration, that copyists, as has been® already 
remarked, were not given to Hebraising, and there is no parallel 
place to exert an assimilative influence in this instance. 
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1 JOHN II. 18. 


\ > , 4 e753 / Aas 
Kaas nxovoare ort 6 avrixpiaros epyera. 


As ye have heard that + an + antichrist shall come. 


The expression 6 avtiypiotos must here signify, in virtue of 
the prefixed article, only an individual, or, at least, a personified 
power, to whom the term dvriypyctos would be applicable in 
a special way, in distinction from the many that might also in 
a manner be so termed. But this usage must not be confounded 
with another which occurs presently (ver. 22), where the expres- 
sions 6 yevorns and 6 avtixpiotos, as is seen from the appended 
definitions, are generic terms significative of classes. 

But in this place the article, though found in A, G, J, etc., 
and read by Theophylact and Cicumenius, is wanting in B, C, 
and three others, and is twice omitted by Origen. 

Even if the adverse evidence were less weighty, its presence 
would be attended with suspicion, because its introduction into 
the text would be favoured both by the influence of other 
‘passages of the Epistle, and by prevailing opinions respecting 
an individual antichrist. 





1 JOHN II. 23. 
ITés 6 cpvovpevos tov viov ov0€ Tov marépa exet. 
Whosoever denieth the Son, the same hath not the Father + 
he that confesses the Son has the Father also. 


The question here relates to an additional clause, 6 ouodoyav 
TOV Vioy Kab TOV TATEPA EXEL. 
It might be remarked upon it, that it might well have been 
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a marginal complementary appendage to the preceding one; and 
this consideration would not be without weight, if there were 
also weighty external evidence against it. 

But there is another internal consideration of a contrary ten- 
dency, namely, that the clause, if genuine, would have been 
exposed in no ordinary degree to oversight in transcription, on 
account of the recurrence of the same ending to the extent 
of three words. 

The direct evidence in its favour consists of A, B, C, and more 
than thirty others, the versions in general, Clement, Origen, 
Athanasius, the Cyrils, Vigilius, Pelagius, ete. 

On these grounds the clause may be admitted into the text 
without hesitation. 





1 JOHN IV. 3. 


Kai wav rvedpa 6 wn opmoroyet tov “Inaodv év 
capki EAnAvOoTa, K. T. r. 

And every spirit that confesseth not [that Jesus Christ is 
come in the flesh ¢ Jesus], ete. 


The final words é& o. éX. are omitted by A, B, 27, 29, the 
Vulgate, Coptic, Sahidic, Ireneus, Cyril, Lucifer, ete. 

It might be said that they were accidentally overlooked from 
similarity to a preceding clause; but their proximity is not suf- 
ficient for that effect. On the contrary, they would be an appen- 
dage readily furnished for an expression wearing an appearance 
of incompleteness. 

Indirect adverse evidence, if such were needed, is furnished 
by the existence in ancient copies, mentioned by Socrates, of 
the reading 5 Avev in the place of 8 1) Gporoye?, which is also 
represented in the Vulgate, and the Latin translation of Trenzus, 
and traceable in ‘other quarters. It furnishes this evidence, 
because it is clearly an interpretative gloss, and one which could 
not have been called forth by the fulness and explicitness of the 
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common text, but must have been put upon the bare reading 
5 pa) 6. tov “I. Viewing, in accordance with the context, the 
non-confession of Jesus as signifying a non-acknowledgement of 
his proper manhood, the glossarist represents it by the term Aven, 
as virtually doing away with the individual, since nothing is then 
left but a Docetic eiSwdov. Lucifer seems to have regarded this 
as its purport, from his rendering qui destruit. 





1 JOHN V. 7, 8. 


“Ore Tpets eialy ob Haprupovyres ev T@ oupave, 
o TAT y ) Abyos, Kat TO ayvov Merja, Kal OUTOL 
ol Tpes ev elo. Kat Tpels elolv Ol Haprupovvres 
ev TH yn TO med pa kal To Vdwp Kal TO aia, Kal 
ol Tpeis Eis TO Ev Eiow. 


For there are three that bear record [in heaven, the 
Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these three 
are one. And there are three that bear witness in earth], the 
Spirit, and the water, and the blood: and these three agree 
in one. 


To write the history of the controversy respecting the Heavenly 
Witnesses, as the question is termed, would of itself require a 
volume. It might be thence inferred, that the conflicting evi- 
dence was so nearly balanced that, in order to a decision, it 
required the nicest adjustment and the utmost delicacy of critical 
skill. How far such an inference would be from the actual truth, 
may be best seen from the following citation. 

‘“‘In short, if this verse be really genuine, notwithstanding its 
absence from all the visible Greek MSS. except two; one of 
which awkwardly translates the verse from the Latin, and the 
other transcribes it from a printed book; notwithstanding its 
absence from all the versions except the Vulgate, and even from 
many of the best and oldest MSS. of the Vulgate; notwith- 
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standing the deep and dead silence of all the Greek writers down 
to the thirteenth, and most of the Latins down to the middle 
of the eighth century; if, in spite of all these objections, it be 
still genuine, no part of Scripture whatsoever can be proved 
either spurious or genuine.”—Porson to Travis, Letter XII. 

The state of the case is but slightly altered since this statement 
was made. The two MSS. mentioned may now be regarded as 
increased to five, containing the passage under some guise or 
other, by an accession of like stamp with themselves, that is 
deriving their matter in this place, whether in the text or margin, 
either from the Vulgate or a printed copy. 

It is not too much to say that, if a critic could be supposed 
to be debarred from all documentary evidence on either side in 
the present case, except those few MSS. which exhibit the verse, 
and the only version that has it, namely, the common text 
of the Vulgate, the circumstances which even thus would come 
under his notice, would form a sufficient ground for its condem- 
nation as a spurious accretion. 

It was no doubt the dogmatic aspect of the passage that 
rendered the strife keen and lasting, and thus served in the end 
to give advancement to sound criticism. But if it sharpened the 
eagerness of its defenders, it appears to have had a contrary effect 
on their sensibility to certain points of material consideration. 
Of these, two may be mentioned in particular. First, the fact 
that the very applicability of the words in question to dogmatic 
purposes gives overwhelming force to the argument derived from 
the silence of a host of ecclesiastical writers. Secondly, the 
strange appearance presented by the passage, of a testification 
the most solemn made in a quarter where it must be altogether 
needless. This was remarked by Newton; though sagacity like 
his was not needed to make the discovery. Something of 
the same kind must have been felt also by the contriver of the 
reading dd tod odpavod, found in one copy. In fact, the 
spurious matter introduces something far less in accordance with 
the spirit of Scripture than with the epic machinery of Paradise 
Lost. 

The advocates of genuineness relied also on the plea of an 
intimate connexion and consequent adhesion of the questioned 
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portion to the context; and the assumed difficulty of detachment 
might seem to have been viewed as an oracular intimation, that 
the attempt was being made by presumptuous hands. 

Their opponents, however, were equally at liberty to plead on 
their side the close and smooth coherence which is the real con- 
sequence of its removal; and this it may not be uninstructive 
to notice. 

After a pointed mention of the Water and the Blood, as 
serving for material tokens touching the true personal nature of 
the Saviour, the function of giving forth direct actual testimony 
is then assigned by the Apostle to the Spirit. The three are 
next personified into witnesses giving testimony (of waptupobytes), 
and this numerical discrepancy with the preceding statement of 
the existence of a single witness, is again rectified by the affirma- 
tion, that the three merge in a virtual identity with the single 
one previously mentioned. ‘And the Spirit is that which testi- 
fies, because the Spirit is the truth. For the testifiers are three, 
the Spirit; and the Water, and-the Blood, and the three amount 
to the one.’ 

There are other circumstances, besides the amount of con- 
troversy, which render the present question remarkable. 

The critic from time to time discards matter from the current 
text without hesitation, as having undoubtedly crept in from the 
margin; but the process of transit, though undoubted, is not 
traceable in its steps: but in the present instance the whole is 
patent, from the first germ in an early prescriptive interpretation 
of the witnesses really mentioned as mystically signifying three 
divine persons, down to a final lodgment in the written text near 
the close of the age of MSS. 

Another important feature of the question is, that extending 
beyond its immediate subject, it most seriously affected the more 
general one of the evidence on which any matter is to be accepted 
as Scripture: and those who, with more honesty than skill, pro- 
fessed to come to the rescue of a genuine portion of it, were in 
reality the unwitting foes of the integrity of Holy Writ. 
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1 JOHN V. 13. 


Todra éypapa tpiv trois muorevovow eis 70 
Ovoma Tod viov Tov Oeov, iva eidnTe ore Conv 
Exere aidviov, kal iva morevyTe eis TO Ovo" TOU 
viov Tou Oeov. 

These things have I written unto you | that believe on the 
name of the Son of God;| that ye may know that ye have 


eternal life, and that ye may believe on the name of the Son 
of God. 


According to this form of the passage, the Apostle declares his 
object to be the production of belief in those whom he at the 
same time addresses as believers: this is not artlessness but absur- 
dity. 

The entire clause, however, rofs.... Qeod is wanting in A, 
B, and eight others, as well as all the principal versions; and 
the same authorities, with the exception of B, which has rojs 
muotevovalv, read ot mtoTevovtes in the place of the words Kal 
iva wuoteinte; so that the resulting meaning is: ‘ These things 
have I written to you, that you may know that you have eternal 
life, who believe on the name of the Son of God.’ 
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JUDE 4. 


K \ ! if 8 , Nae \ , (ara) 
ai Tov povoy OearoTnv Oeov Kal KUpLoV nue 
5) tas \ , j 
Inoovv Xpicrov apvovpevor. 


And denying the only Lord God, and our Lord Jesus 
Christ. 


The word @eov is wanting in A, B, C, and more than twenty 
others, the majority of the versions, Epiphanius, Chrysostom, 
Cyril, Lucifer, etce.; its main supporters being G, J, and both 
Syriac versions. The sense resulting from the omission is: 
‘ Denying our only master and lord, Jesus Christ.’ 


JUDE 22. 


Kat obs pev érecire Staxpwvopevor, ods O€ ev Gobo 
\ 
oOCETE, Ex TOU TUpos apTacorTes. 


And of some have compassion, making a difference: and 
others save with fear, pulling them out of the fire. 


A very important variation, affecting this entire passage, is 
given by A, B, and a number of others, various versions, etc., 
namely, kal ods pev edéyyeTe Svaxpwvopevous, ods dé adbeTe Ex 
mupos apmratovtes, ods dé érceire ev P6B@. ‘And some refute 
when they are disputing, but others save, snatching them out 
of fire, and others compassionate in fear.’ 

An abbreviated form of the latter portion of the passage is 
given by OC, and represented in both Syriac versions, namely, ods 
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88 o. x 7. dp. &v b68e: and it is by no means unlikely that this 
is its original shape. The word édec?re might have either sprung 
by accident from éAéyyere in the first clause, or have been origi- 
nally a note expressing the spirit of the second, becoming itself 
eventually the foundation of a third. 

Other shiftings of shape add to the uncertainty and perplexity 
of the entire question. 


JUDE 24. 


A 4 cad 
To be dvvapevp prdragkat nas anratorous. 


Now unto him that is able to keep [you \ them] from falling. 


Instead of tuds, adrovs is the reading of B, J, and about 
thirty others, Cyril, Gicumenius, etc.; while the common text 
is supported by C, G, etc., the versions in general, and the Latin 
Fathers; and A and another have 7uas. 

In car of the variation-it- may be said, that it is not what 
would be looked for: but, on the other hand, it might have been 
a marginal addition, to duds, intimating by emphasis a contrast 
on the part of the persons signified by that word with others 
previously described. The versions, too, throw the balance of 
evidence’ on the side of the common reading. 
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REVELATION II. 20. 


"Ort és tTHhv yuvaixa TeCaBnr, kK. 7. r. 
Because thou sufferest [that woman \ thy wife] Jezebel, etc. 





It is well known that for the first published edition of the New 
Testament only one MS. of the Apocalypse was used, and that 
an imperfect one, its chasms being supplied by translation into 
Greek from the Vulgate. The common text exhibits these 
portions in only a partially amended form, and the whole is 
signally unhappy in respect of the purity of its source. It was 
accordingly beyond the compass and design of this work to 
discuss it at length, though every kind of corruption and disguise 
that infects the common text of the New Testament in general 
might be amply illustrated from this book alone. Thus only 
a few passages are noticed, where the effect of the various reading 
upon their meaning is important. 

This effect is produced in the present instance by the addition 
of cov to yuvaixa, by which means the female here styled Jezebel 
is represented as the wife of the Angel of the Church of Thyatira. 

The addition is sanctioned by A, B of the Apocalypse, and 
more than thirty others, the Syriac version, Cyprian, and the 
commentators Andreas, Arethas, and Primasius, though not by 
the Vulgate, Tertullian, Epiphanius, Victor Tununensis, etc. 
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REVELATION X. 7. 


"AAG Ev Tals Huepas THs Povns Tov EBdopou 
ayyéAov, oTay MeAAN cadmiCeyv Kal TeAETOn TO 
pvarnptov Tov Oeov. 

But in the days of the voice of the seventh angel, when he 
shall begin to sound, the mystery of God (should be y was] 
finished. 


Instead of teXeo OH, a reading which is intrinsically unattended 
with difficulty, éredécOn is given by A, C, and about thirty 
more, with the Coptic; while the common reading is that of 
B, etc., and Andreas; and the Vulgate, Aithiopic, Armenian, 
etc., supported by Arethas and Primasius, represent TereoOjoerau. 

The weight of evidence is thus in favour of the variation, 
whatever questions of grammar or interpretation may be raised 
upon it. 


REVELATION XVII. 8. 


Kot Oavpacovra: oi xarotxovvres emt ths yas 
.... BAemovtes Td Onpiov ore Hv, Kal ovK eorTt, 
Kaimep éoriv. 

And they that dwell on the earth shall wonder, ... . when 
they behold the beast that was, and is not, and [yet ts X shall 
be present |. 


A glance at the strange and enigmatical appearance of this 
passage would readily provoke a conjecture, cal wapéotw, the 
actual reading of some copies, which would give good Greek and 
good sense, if the clause ér1, «. 7. X. be connected with Srérovtes: 
but there is another according to which the marks of time in the 
clause are made with relation to the speaker, namely, mdépecras, 
found in A, B, and many others, Hippolytus, Andreas, Arethas, 
Primasius, etc.; evidence-which requires its adoption. 
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REVELATION XXII. 14. 


r , a Nea) \ la 
Makapiot oi rovovvres ras evrodas avrov. 


Blessed are they that [do his commandments ¥ wash their 
garments clean. 


The common reading in this place is that of B, and the gene- 
rality of copies, the Coptic, Syriac, etc., Tertullian, Cyprian, 
Tichonius, Andreas, and Arethas: but A, 7, 38, have the remark- 
able variation of mddvovtes Tas oTohds avTdv, supported by the 
Vulgate and AXthiopic, Primasius and Fulgentius. This latter 
evidence, though less in amount than the preceding, is important; 
but is, at the same time, open to one consideration in abatement, 
namely, that the various reading might have been derived from 
another place (vii. 14), while it is not Cony to imagine an origi- 
nation of the common text. 





These discussions on the text of the New Testament are 
not put forward as affording an entire treatment of the subject. 
Enough, however, will have been done, by a selection of such 
instances as are either material in themselves or instructive in 
respect of their facts and processes, both to shew the importance 
of the work of criticism, and to evince the soundness of its opera- 
tions, and, notwithstanding occasional perplexity, the general 
certainty of its results. 

Especially should it be noted, that ancient copies, ancient 
versions, and the citations by ancient writers, when these are 
clearly ascertainable, continually range together in mutual 
support; and, more than this, such conspiring testimony is ever 
finding a confirmatory response from the readings themselves, the 
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inner voice, so to say, of the forms of text which they exhibit. 
On the other hand, it is no less important to observe, that 
masses of recent MSS., versions whose date cannot be termed 
ancient, as the Arabic and Sclavonic, and the latest of Greek 
commentators, as Cicumenius and Theophylact, are continually 
found in company. 

The materials of criticism are at present ample, though two 
requirements are still unsatisfied. These are a thorough and 
trustworthy collation of the Codex Vaticanus (B), the prime 
importance of which document cannot be disguised, in spite of 
all the watching and jealousy that environ it; and, secondly, 
means, if ever they can be found, for restoring to its ancient 
form the entire text of the Syriac version. These means may 
be in reality unattainable: the former task, in the course of 
events, must sooner or later be accomplished. 

Lastly, with regard to the common text it may be remarked, 
_ that at the time when it was declared to be in possession of 
universal currency and acceptance, there existed as yet no pub- 
lished form materially different from it, and thus its position was 
not an exclusive prevalence won from opposing claimants, but 
merely a freedom from rivalry. The vantage ground, thus 
gained by accident, would be further strengthened by advance 
of time, and fenced by jealousy, listlessness, and the fear of unset- 
tlement and change. Such is the real amount of prerogative 
possessed by the common text, one altogether unworthy to bar 
the advance of sound and enlightened criticism. 
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“THE MISSION OF ‘THE HOMILIST’ 


Is not to supply Sermons for indolent or incompetent Preachers, but stimulus and 
“tonic for the true-hearted, hard-working, and genuine teacher. It does not deal in 

ihe ‘ready-made,’ but in the raw material. It only admits contributions of the most 

condensed and suggestive character. It requires things, not words ; healthy saplings, 

just rising into sight and struggling into shape, not lifeless lumber, however exquisitely 

carved or brilliantly polished. The former may grow; the latter must rot. It prefers 
one life-germ to a cartload of manufactured Sermons. It does not treat Sacred Texts 
as pegs on which to hang artistic Discourses, but as bread-corn for hungry souls, ’”— 
_ Extract from the Preface. 


CHARLES HIGHAM (late Dickinson & HiGHam),» 
FARRINGDON STREET, E.C. 
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D.D. FIRST SERIES. Seven Yearly Volumes 
(1852-1858). Quite out of print and scarce. Fair 
Second-hand copies are, as a rule, on sale at Two GuINzEAs 
nett. Some of the Volumes are from time to time on sale 
separately, and the prices of such Volumes may be obtained 





on application. 


Some Contemporary Notices of the Press :— 


‘‘The end apparently proposed in this volume (Vol. I.) is to lead its readers to rise 
above the region of sectarian dogmatism, and its ill-natured wranglings, into a 
perception of those principles of universal Christianity which are the basis of our 
moral and social progress. The style is distinguished by considerable force and 
beauty, and there isa boldness in the speculation, and a truthful earnestness in the 
spirit of these papers, that is, unfortunately, very rare in the productions of modern 
pulpits, and which ought to win for them no small share of popularity and sale.”— 
The Atlas. 


‘¢ This is another new serial of great vigour and promise. We wish it success, as 
we regard it among the best we have seen, both in its spirit and tendency.” —The 
Glasgow Examiner. 

‘¢ A first-class religious periodical. Inits ‘GERMS OF THOUGHT,’ and in its full 
fledged thoughts, in its Homilies, Reviews, &c., there is a richness, variety, scriptural 
beauty, and masculine vigour, which render it most refreshing and_ profitable. 
Altogether this is a magazine distinguished for originality, full of great thoughts, 
and well fitted to guide those who wish to be teachers of the age.” —The Christian 
News. 


“It would be an immense increase of the power of the pulpit to give it new 
channels such as this. We heartily hope that this new helper in the cause of 
Church renovation, and the guidance of common life, may maintain a secure and 
useful place in the literary field. The contents have unity, but not sameness, and 
are rich in original thought—both developed principles, and the seeds of truth. 
We can speak highly of the adaptation of this work to the intelligence, and to the 
felt wants of the best and most earnest minds amongst the young men of our day.” 
—The Nonconformist. 


“«¢The HomILigs, and GERMs of THOUGHT,’ are magnificent specimens of con- 
densed thinking.” —The Hastings News. 7 


‘‘This is no ordinary production, it has a freshness and purity peculiarly its own. 
Its power lies in its vigorous livingness. It is a bold, fearless, faithful utterance of 
God’s truth, just what the present day demands. The man who can speak and 
write after this fashion has no mean work to do in these heart-stirring times; a 
solemn responsibility rests upon him.”—The Harbinger. 2 


‘This publication holds on its way with increasing ability. Its subjects are well 
selected. The thinking is good, oftentimes profound, and the style clear and 
vigorous.” —The British Banner. 


‘*The most striking and well-timed discourses it has ever been our good fortune to 
meet with. They abound with thought, and may be regarded as models by those 
friends of reform who would render the modern pulpit a true and influential exponent 
of the spirit of the times.”’—The Eclectic Review. 
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RHE HOMILIST: edited by Davip Tuomas, D.D. 
|| SECOND (“New”) SERIES (1859-1 862). Four 
very thick Yearly Volumes. Quite out 2f print’ 
and very scarce, Hair second-hand copies are, as a rule, un sale 
at Two Guineas ett. Some of the Volumes are, from time 





to time, on sale separately, and the prices of such Volumes 
may be obtained on application. 


THIRD SERIES (1863-1867). Ten Half-yearly 
Volumes. Quite out of print and very scarce, Fair 
second-hand copies are, as a rule, on sale at Two GUINEAS nett. 
Also Volumes IV. and VII. to X. at 3s, 6d. each nett, 





Some Contemporary Notices of the Press :— 


“‘Tts object is to meet the wants of the age, by furnishing specimens of that kind 
of religious writing which the editor thinks best adapted for them, viz., large, intel- 
lectual, broad, liberal, yet evangelical. It has no polemical theology in it ; spiritual 
morality it declares to be its main end ; and it seeks to gain the heart and life through 
the intellect. I think that Dr. Thomas has, on the whole, admirably succeeded in his 
object. He has produced such a periodical as Arnold would have loved, and Cole- 
ridge promised to contribute to. The number for November lies before me, and seems 
a good average specimen of the quality of the journal. The first article is on ‘The 
Pulpit and the Press,’ and is written with great vigour, and a thorough understanding of 
both, and of what the age demands of both. A very interesting series is entitled ‘Germs 
of Thought,’ consisting of little barleycorns of truth, none barren, though all bare, 
but pregnant, every one of them, with important principles. Altogether, I never had 
more pleasure in reading or recommending any religious periodical. O/ st sic 
omnia.” —Extract from a letter by the late Rev. George Gilfillan to the Editor of “ The 
Dumfries Herald.” 

‘Tt is impossible to speak too highly of this volume in some respects... The 
editor is well known in the religious world as a man of genius, gifted with powers of 

‘eloquence almost unsurpassed by any modern preacher . . . Every number is worth 
the price of an entire volume, because of its eminent instructiveness and suggestive- 
ness.—The Congregational Pulpit. 

‘©One of the most thoughtful and eloquent religious serials within our knowledge.” 
The Church of England Monthly Review. : 

‘¢ The homilies are altogether of such high merit, so masculine in style, so unfettered 
by fear of censure, so spiritual in feeling, that a study of them must benefit ANY 
minister.”—Zhe Freeman. 

“< Should the pulpit generally be raised to the standard which the ‘Homilist’ has 
set up, it will be clothed with a power as great as it has ever wielded in any age of the 
church. We have fresh, living thought, spoken in the language of common life, with 
a wholeness and healthiness of tone, an absence of cant, a fervent truthfulness, and a 
deep reverence, which must greatly move thoughtful and earnest minds.”’—The 


Commonwealth. 
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HE HOMILIST. Edited by Davrp Tuomas, D.D._ 
| FOURTH SERIES, 1868-1869. Four Half 
yearly Volumes. 4 complete set of this important 
Series is now for the first time offered, neatly bound in 
cloth, red edges, as published, at a greatly reduced price, ViZ.. 
FourTEEN SHILLINGS ze/t (pub. 26s.). A few copies of the 
Second, Third, and Fourth Volumes can be sold separately 
at 3s. each (pub. 6s. 6d.). 


SYNOPSIS OF THE CONTENTS OF THE Four VoLUMES :— 


Twenty-four Homilies by the Editor, 

Twenty Homiletic Sketches on the Book of Psalms. 

Homiletic Glance at the Acts : four items, 

Homiletic Glance at the Epistle of St. Paul to the Ephesians: seventeen items. 

Three Homiletic Notes on the Epistle of James, by Rev. U. R. Thomas. 

Germs of Thought: The Byeways of the Bible, twenty-four items. 

—_—__—§_. Seminal Sketches of Seven Discourses on Christ’s Letters 

to the Seven Churches, by the late Rev. Caleb Morris. 

——_—_—_— Soul Agriculture. 

The Foreign Pulpit: Zwenty-siz Sermons by Van Oosterzee, Steinmeyer, 
Tholuck, Luthardt, Lange, Beck, Schleiermacher, Rothe, Schenkel, and 
others, translated by R. Vaughan Price, LL.B. 

Outlines of Thirty-eight Discourses, by Revs. Nevison Loraine, G. Hunt 
Jackson, J. H. Hargreaves, W. Griffiths, Caleb Morris, Alfred Morris, 
W. Spensley, R. Vaughan Price, U. R. Thomas, A. F. Barfield, 
T. Hooke, 8. Slocombe, and many others. 

Sixteen Variations on Themes from Scripture, by Rev. Francis Jacox, B.A. 

Two Texts, Philosophically Illustrated, by F. D. Huntington, D.D 

Two Misapplied Texts, by W. Webster, M.A. 

Fourteen Biblical Criticisms, by B. F. Westcott, D.D., J. B. Lightfoot, D.D., 
E. H. Plumptre, D.D., H. P. Liddon, D.D., C. A. Swainson, D.D., 
and other Scholars. 

Scripture and Science: The Analogies of Light, by Evan Lewis, B.A. 

The Preacher’s Finger Post: One hundred and thirty-three items, by 
Revs. Caleb Morris, H. J. Martyn, R. Vaughan Price, A. Coquerel, 
W. Harris, A. J. Morris, and others. 

Seeds es One hundred and four Sermons on the Book of Proverbs, by the 
Editor. 2 

The Pulpit and its Handmaids: Thirty-one items. 

Theological Notes and Queries: Three items. 

Notes on New Books, by a Barrister: Twenty-two items. 

Literary Notices. 

Index of Texts, quoted or illustrated. 











The above Synopsis demonstrates that this Series contains 
UPWARDS OF FIVE HUNDRED SEPARATE ARTICLES 
(excluding the “ Literary Notices”) varying in length from a 
full Sermon to a brief suggestive paragraph, a large number of 
which are contributed by the Editor, and all of which are in the 
highest degree serviceable to the Preacher and Bible Student. 


CHARLES HIGHAM (late Dickinson & HicHam), 
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ELS, HE HOMILIST: edited by Davip Tuomas, D.D. 

ay, 0 FIFTH (“The Editor’s”) SERIES (1870-1875). 

Twelve Half-Yearly Volumes. 4 few complete sets 

still remain unsold at Two anp a Haxr Guineas, nett. 

Also the following Volumes, separately at 3s. each (pub. 
6s. 6d.), viz.:—I,, II., IV. to XII. 


Each of these volumes contains: Homiletics—Homiletic Sketches on 
the Book of Psalms—Homiletic Sketches on the Book of Job—Sermonic 
Glances at the Gospel of St. John—Germs of Thought—The Pith of 
Renowned Sermons—Variations on Themes from Scripture by Rev, 





Francis Jacox—The Preacher’s Dissecting Room—Biblical Criticism— 
The Preacher’s Finger Post—Seeds of Sermons on the Book of Proverbs 
—The Pulpit and its Handmaids—Literary Notices. 


Some Critical Notices :— 

‘This is the BEST and most widely circulated of the books published in England for 
the promotion of pulpit oratory. It is carefully edited and replete with solid matter. 
Its standpoint is large-hearted, above creeds, and evangelical in the widest sense. 
Its contents fully justify us in recommending it to preachers and theologians generally, 
and in Germany also.” —J. P. Lange, D.D. 


“¢ We can never sufficiently express our obligations to The Homatlist, its most fruitful 
suggestiveness and inspiring tone of enthusiasm have rendered us excellent service 
times without number. We wish that all theological students could be induced to 
study the structural symmetry and the cumulative argumentativeness of these living 
and penetrating discourses. Dr. Thomas is always philosophical, yet never un- 
popular.”—Joseph Parker, D.D. 


<‘ Most heartily and conscientiously do I recommend The Homilist to all classes of 
readers. Young preachers should study it, It will greatly benefit them. Laymen 
(improperly so called) should read it. It will create in them a thirst for something 
better than what they commonly hear from our pulpits, and stir up in their souls 
feelings and aspirations of the noble sort.” —Samuel Davidson, D.D., LL.D. 


‘The pulpit will never lose its power while sermons are delivered, which for 
freshness and terseness, for originality of thought, vigour of style, and catholicity of 
sentiment, culminating in heart-stirring application to men’s minds and bosoms, 
can be compared with these. I can heartily recommend it to all my clerical 
brethren who would adapt their preaching to meet the errors of the present day; 
to all, whether ministers or laymen, who wish to add to their store of knowledge.” 
Rev. William Webster, M.A., Late Fellow of Queen’s College, Cambridge, Author of 
“The Syntax and Synonyms of the Greek Testament,” and Joint Editor of ‘* Webster 


and Wilkinson’s Greek Testament.” 
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HE HOMILIST: edited by Revs. Davip THomas, 
D.D., and Urtauw Rees THomas. SEVENTH 
eae (“The Excelsior”) SERIES, commenced on January 
Ist, 1879, in Monthly Parts, 1s. each. Sent Post Free for 


12s, per annum, payable in advance. 

This series is considerably enlarged. ‘The January number contains a 
splendid portrait of the Editor; and its Leading Homily is by Dr. 
Tuomas, on The Ultimate Destiny of the Wicked. It has several new 
features. There are no less than ten sermonic sketches called “ Slippings,” 
which are founded on passages taken from the long paragraphs or chapters 
that have been expounded in the same number ; so that many grand texts 
that have been buried in obscurity are brought to light and made to yield 
service to the pulpit. Amongst the contributors, besides the editors, are 
Rey. Dr. Gerxiz, author of the incomparable work on The Life and Words of 
Christ, Rev. R. Younc, M. A,, Vicar of Calton, Rev. J. F. Poutrer, B.A., 
Rev. J. S. Birp, B.A., Colerne Vicarage, Rev. Dr. Gzorce Sexron, Rev. 
J. Kirxman, M.A., Vicar of Hampstead, etc. ‘There are also brief 
sketches taken from the writings of Revs. C. Smgon, Canon Metvitt, Dr. 
Cuatmers, Joun Foster, Dr, Jonn Harris, etc. Under the heading, 
Stars of the Episcopal Church, we have a sketch of Dr. RicHarp Hooker. 











Business Men of England, consisting of brief and suggestive 

Moral Readings on the Book of Proverbs, for every day in the 
Year. By Davip Tuomas, D.D. Fine portrait of the Author, thick handsome 
volume, 8vo. gs. 6d. (pub. 17s. 6d.) Also handsomely half-bound calf, extra 
gilt, VERY SUITABLE FOR PRESENTATION, I 4s. nett. 

“We have read various other works on the Proverbs, but they are not to be com- 
pared in power, appropriateness, and stimulus, to the work before us. The thought 
is philosophic, and the spirit living.”—The Welsh Quarterly. 

“*On every page sparkle gems, both as regards thought and expression. In the 
author the understanding and the imagination are a splendid pair of faculties.”—The 
Lvangelical Repository. 

i] HE GENIUS OF THE GOSPEL: a Homiletical Commentary on 
the Gospel of St. Matthew. By Davin Tuomas, D.D, Edited by 
the Rev. Wirtiam Wesster, M.A., joint author of Webster and 
Wilkinson's Greek Testament. Secondedition (7th thousand), 8vo, 7s. (pub. gs.) 

The Rev. Prof. C. G. Finney, of Oberlin, United States, author of Systematic Theo- 
logy, etc., writing to a friend says : “I should like you to read The Genius of the Gospel 
by Dr. Thomas. It is a book of unspeakable value, and will greatly help you.” 5 


HE PHILOSOPHY OF HAPPINESS : Seven Lectures on the 

j/ Crisis of Being; and Six Lectures on the Progress of Being. 

By Davio Tuomas, D.D. Eleventh thousand, crown 8vo 

3s. 6d. (pub. 4s, 6d.). , 
‘*One of the most vigorous, earnest, original, and power 

we have ever read, full of striking thoughts and affectionate oe i. Book, aie 

age.’—The Bible Class Magazine. 


CHARLES HIGHAM (Late Dickinson & HicHam), 


Ag HE PRACTICAL PHILOSOPHER: A Daily Monitor for the 
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AED qROBLEMATA MUNDI: THE BOOK OF JOB 
‘4 EXEGETICALLY AND PRACTICALLY CON- 

SIDERED. Containing Ninety-one Homiletic 
Sketches. By Davip Tuomas, D.D., Editor of The Homilist, 
Author of The Genius of the Gospel, The Practical Philosopher, 
The Biblical Liturgy, etc., etc. Critically Revised, with 
Introduction by Samuet Davipson, D.D., LL.D., Author 
of Introduction to the Old Testament; Introduction to the New 
Testament ; The Canon of the Bible; etc., etc., 514 pp., 8vo., 
8s. 6d. (pub. ros. 6d.). 


‘*Dr, Thomas has here put his great power of generalisation to its full strain. We 
think, in many respects, that this volume is the most striking and suggestive of the, 
numerous works of the accomplished author. It is a mine of treasure for the preacher, 
and will prove peculiarly attractive to the general reader.” —H. R. REYNoLDs, D.D., 
Principal of Cheshunt College, in The Evangelical Magazine. 


““TInnumerable commentaries have been written on the Book of Job, nevertheless 
this stands alone. All is expounded with a fertility of thought, and exuberance of 
illustration, and a brilliancy of diction that never flag from the first page to the last. 
A healthy breeze sweeps through all the pages. If we could have but one book on 





the subject, we should make choice of Problemata Mundi above any other.”—The 
— Christian World. 


‘This is practically a homiletic commentary on the Book of Job; and Dr. Thomas 
has undoubtedly great talent for this work. We welcome this volume as an addition 
to our expository stores. Dr. Thomas is at his best in the work before us.”—The 
Sword and Trowel. 


“Tt is much superior to any of the popular commentaries on Job. The volume is 


enriched by the selected annotations of a vast variety of writers, not only theological 


and critical, but also miscellaneous, such as Froude and De Foe. This work isa 
distinct advance upon the popular commentaries on Job, and is a valuable contribution 
to our Biblical literature.”—The Wesleyan Methodist Magazme. 


‘It is profound in insight, comprehensive in range, clear in argument, lucid in 
style, honest, fair, and manly in recognising difficulties, and equally honest, manly, 
and fair in grappling with them. All rests in sound scholarship and Christian 
philosophy .”—TZhe Christian Age. 


‘*Dr. Thomas has brought no mean qualifications to the exposition of this book. ... 
All the passages are expounded with great splendour... ... The comments of the text 
are followed by a homily, in which reason and imagination, philosophy and poetry, 
together with practical wisdom, are combined.” —Zhe Literary World. 


“For vigour, freshness, and catholicity of view, freedom from threadbare phrase 
and commonplace, for wisdom and human feeling in counsel and monition, and 
directness of aim in instruction and impression, these homilies have seldom been 
equalled. Beautiful thoughts lie scattered in endless profusion. Scarcely a question 
in theology, rational or Biblical ; in ethics, modern science, sociology, or metaphysics, 
but is caught by the way and dealt with for instruction. It is a book of sterling value, 
destined to occupy a high place in the superior theological literature of our age.” — 
The Echo. 
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sy. HE HOMILIST: edited by Revs. Davip THomas, — 
444) «=D.D.,and Urwan Rees THomas. SIXTH (‘‘ The 
Editors’ Enlarged ’’) SERIES (1876-1878). Six 
Half-yearly Volumes. 

The Four Volumes, 1876 and 1878, are on sale, new, in cloth, neat 
red edges, as published, for Ong Guineza, nett (pub. 208.). 


The Two Volumes 1878 are on sale, new, in cloth, neat red edges, for 
Twetve Suitines nett (pub. I5s.).° 





American Notices of this Series :— 

‘¢ Previous volumes have given the The Homilist the highest reputation, and the 
present will not detract from it. It will give a rarity and richness to the sermons of 
all denominations.” —The Presbyterian Banner, Pittsburgh. 

“The Homilist has long been a welcome visitor in thousands of minister’s libraries.” 
—Zion’'s Herald, Boston. 

“The name and ability of Dr. Thomas are so well known, that it is unnecessary 
for us to utter a word in commendation of the book. Few writers excel him in 
brilliancy of thought or force of expression, while the structural symmetry of his 
discourses is invaluable as a model to ministers. The volumes fully sustain his reputa- 
tion.” —The Christian Advocate, Ontario. 

‘¢ The cardinal doctrines of the orthodox creed are here, but in no cast-iron mould.” 
—The Methodist Protestant, Baltimore. 

“One of the most useful works for a clergyman’s library. We like it exceedingly.” 
—The Christian Advocate, Nashville, Tenn. 

‘‘A work of a high character, a fortune to preachers and people, full of strong 
Gospel truth.” —The Religious Telescope, Ohio. 

““A volume remarkably filled with useful hints and helps for all sorts of Bible 
students.” —The Advance, New York and Chicago. 

“Tt should be hailed by clergymen with unfeigned welcome, and most heartily 
sustained. It can be safely pronounced unrivalled. Any one of its departments is 
worth more than the price of the whole book, and when taken together it is simply 
invaluable. After twenty years’ acquaintance with it, I can heartily recommend it.” 
—Rev. D. C. Hughes, D.D., Brooklyn. 

“‘T have long known and esteemed The Homilist as a thoughtful, vigorous, and 
scholarly magazine, not only for the preacher fraternity, but for educated laymen as 
well. I hope its influence will be widely extended in this country.”—Rev. J. H. 
Rylance, D.D., Episcopal Clergyman, New York. 


A few English Notices of this Series :— 

‘¢ For richness of language, wealth of thought, beauty of illustration and correctness 
of criticism, it has never been surpassed by the most valuable aids to pulpit prepara- 
tion.”—The Methodist. 

‘* The Homilist having outlasted many competitors in accordance with the doctrine 
of the survival of the fittest, has made a new start with unabated vigour and youthful 
freshness.” —The Christian World. 

“The Homilist is essentially expository. It has gone through several of the Books 
of Scripture, and bids fair to be a commentary on the whole Bible. As an expositor 
Dr. Thomas never loses himself in details, his thoughts are never commonplace, his 
diction always chaste, eloquent, and dignified.” —The Christian News. 


CHARLES HIGHAM (Late Dickinson & HicHam), 
THEOLOGICAL BoOKSELLER, NEW AND SECOND-HAND, 
FARRINGDON STREET, LONDON, E.C. 





Libraries or small parcels of Books bought for cash, or exchanged, 
on liberal terms. 


Catalogues of New and Second-hand Theological Books gratis and post free. 
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Green, Thomas Sheldon, 1803 or 41876 
| A course of developed driticismon pass 


BS Green, Thomas Sheldon, 1803 or 4-1876. 
2939 A course of developed criticism on 
GT passages of the New Testament, materially 
affected by various readings. London, 5S. 
Bagster (18797) 
xii, S92p.. 23cm. 
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